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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

In July 1975, the Office of Child Development, DHFr&,
avarded a contract to Abt Associates to carry out a study
entitled Evaluation of the Transition of Head Start Children
into Public Schools. This was to be the £first national
study of Head Start graduates in the public schools sincCe
the Westinghouse/Uhio study ot 1969. Since the goal or the
study was the identafication of the contribution of Head
Start to the performance of Head Start children in the first
year of public education after Head Start, <*he study desigu
calied for four data points: the beginning and end of the
~ Head Start year and the beginning and end of the first year
of public school. It was exrpected that a Head Start experi-
ence would significantly change a sample of children 1ntel-
lectually, affectively and motivationally. If such changes
occurred, it was also expected that they wouid persist into
the pudlic school careers of the Heaa Starters and be visi-
ble at the end of the first post Head Start year.

The: Abt contract also called for the selection ot a
representative sample of Head Start centers and children.
The goal was to generalize the findings to the widest possi-
ble audience so that accurate sanpling was a highly desira-
ble function. In addition, the goal of the Transition study
included a description of the prograss otfered 1in Head
Start, a description of the parents, centers, and center
staff, and a description of parental attitudes toward ana
participation in Head Start.

The plan for achieving these goals focused, therefore, on
the development of an extensive and representative sample ot
children, centers, and regions involved in the national
populations of Head Start. It also included & full battery
of instruments designed to measure the cross-sectional pic-
ture of centers and parents, and instruments designed to
neasure the change in performance of children over tiae.
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The analytic design Wwas constructed to allow for examaination
of the change in children and to assess the extent to which
any changes observed over time could be attributed to the
Head Start experiences of the childrer and the parents.
There was no provision for assessing the character of the
public school experience'as a factor in the growth of tne
children because this would be an extremely complex and
expensive task. The plan was to deal with the separation ot
Head Start effects froam public school effects by statistical
and aggregation technigues rather than by design techniques.

This was a substantial and technically sound approach to

a complex problenm. It was not, however, able to be accom-
plished in its entirety for reasons beyona anyone's coutrol.
Problems of cost lamitations, uaavoidable delays in getting
plans through the myriad steps of review and approval, and a
series of disasterous snov storms throughout much of the
testing times, produced a shift from a longitudinal analysas
of children®s growth to a single data point desagn. The
tudy was constrained to the administration of the chil-
dren's test battery just once during the late fall to early

winter ot the first public school year.

This shift did not have an impact on the cross-sectional
goals of the study, Damely to descraibe the centers, center
staff, parents, and parental attitudes toward ana involve-
ment in the Head Start prograks. The snift aia not antliu-
ence the nature of the saaple, of course, so that the
attempt at representativeness of centers could, ald dad,

result in a technically useful sample of centers.

The samplang of children for inclusion in the studay, as
opposed to the sampling of centers was, however, an aspect
of the plan which could not be carried out with the intended
results. The children were chosen from the classrooas 1n
schools located in the areas of .service by the samplea cen-
ters, but because of the wide dispersal of graduates o1
these centers, and pecause the full population of graduates
of each center could not be acguired, the children an these
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classrooms are some subset of each center's graduates whose
relations to the ceater's full population 1is unknown.
e Indeed, in many classrooms, there were no mnore than five

Head Start childaren and they represented, at times, more
than one center. In addition, before a datum could be coli-
lected, parental permission rLad to be secured and almost
half the children in the sample pool were lost to the stuay
because permission was no* given by the parents. At the
same tinme, comparison children were not selected on the
basis of any sampling scheme because there were no data
available to generate sampling frares. The investigators
wvere forced to take children as they became avaiable and
ther2 is no claim to Trepresentativeness of the childrens®

group as there 1s to the center sample.

The analyses carried out, along with a full descraipticn
of the issues raised above, are reportea in detail 1n the
Abt report (Royster, E. C., and lLarson, Jd. C. heport
AARI-78-7 A National Survey of Head Start Graduates and Thear
Peers.), presented to OCD (now Adminastration for Chiiaren,
Youth and Families) in March, 1978. In general, 1t was
reported that Head Start graduates, and in particular Black
Head Starters, performed at a somewhat higher level on a
standardized achievement measure, that public school teach-
ers tended to rate the Head Start children as more active 1n
social and non-social ways, and that parents of Head Start
children were quite favorably disposed toward Heaa Start ana
showed that disposition by becoaming involved with the cen-

ters and the staff.

These findings are extrewmely useful in expanding the
knowledge base of Head Start but do not by any reans exhaust
the issues which might be addressed 1n exarining the data
base developed by the transition study. A continued consia-
eration of the potertials of that base led ACYF to issue an
RFP in late sprihg of 1978 to carry out a secondary analysis
of the transition data. The focus ©of the RFP was a seriec
of issues which ACYF identified as the most useful tor pol-
icy considerations. The work of the secondary analysis wau
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defined as an extension of the original analysis so that the
original and the secondary analyses taken together <could
represent a relatively thorough utilization of the data

base.

In Séptelber; 1978 a contract was awarded Virginia Tech
to do the secondary analysis. The work which vas done fol-
lows the issues identified in the RPP as closely as possi-
ble. In some cases, it was not possible to deal with an
issue as identified in the RFP because the data base would
not support the appropriate analysis. In these instances,
the issue was redefined to match the content or the data
base. It should be noted that some overlap among the 1ssues
exist so that in dealipng with the guestions and 1ssues of
the RFP 1n the order in which they were presented inevitably
produces some redundancy. At the same tine, neither the kFP
not this report makes any pretentions apbout an internally
coherant set of issues. The work reported here represents
the consideration given to the issues of interest to ACYF as
an extension of the work done in the original analysas. In
order to acquire a coherant pickture of the full tramnsition
study, both the original and the secondary analysis have toO

be read in tanden.

It is just because the two studies have to be taken
together that a full description of the data base, sampling
procedures, operational step- and analytic routines of the
original study are not repeate. here. A description of the
variables and the analytic techniques used in the prIescnt
study is of course presented, &nd these are contrasted to
those used in the original study when necessary, althougna
the original analytic runs were not repeated in the secon-
dary analysis. The revised RPP questions are presentec 1in
the order given. The major section of tris Treport is thne
presentation of the answers to each question, a technical
discussion of the process of acquiring those ansvers, and
some conclusions about each set of answvers. Each question
can be read independently of the others, although all should
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be read along with the original xeport in ~rder to yet the
full sense of the Transition data base.

Research Questions

Questiop 1: Head Start Curricujum Emphasis.

Center directors wer2 asked in the Head Start Question-
naire to describe the goals and the activites ot their cen-
ters. Although most of the directors agreed on the goals- of
their ceaters, a cénsiderable variakility of activities was
reported. What are the differences in activities which take
place in the saapled centers, with what other properties of
the centers and parents are these activities associated, and
vhat effects -on children =ight these activity differences
have? In order to examine these issues, the reports of the
center directors vere analyzed and three activity emphases
vere identified: activities «xhich encouraged academic
® growth; actiyities which encouraged social developzent; ana

dramatic/expressive activities. Each center was scored for

the relative emphasis on each of these domains of activi-

ties. Among the questions asked concerning curriculus
® emphases of Head Start centers are:

Do the. activitg emghases at individual centers vary
accoraing to the amily beckground of the children
attending them? '
® Do the activity emphases varyé according to the tamily

ethnicity? . :

Do the activity emphases in_centers vary according to
the ethnicity_ "of the staff and the ethnac match cf
staff and children? -

Do activity emphases in centers vary by region or city -
@ size?

[

Do activity emphases vary by center auspices?

" Do activity _e:ghases in centers vary by the kind ot
training available Zfor the statr? ‘

bo activity ehphases in centers vary by the parental
® attitudes "and expectations  which  parents exhibat
tovard the center or toward children?

Do ictivity.en hases in centers vary with parental
involvement in the centers? -

Do activity eg&hases 1l centers prodﬁ%e differential
outcomes 1n child performance on achievement tests or

o affective/social behaviors? P
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Question 2: Ethnic Composition of <ramilies Served by Head
Start

The original analyses indicated that Head Start centers
varied in regard to the ethnic wmix of the farilies enroilled.
A number of important issues about the source of such varia-
tion, the continuity (or discontinuity) of ethnic wixing
across Head@ Start and the public schools in whicn the Heaa
Start children enyolled, and the consequences of these vari-
ous kinds of ethnic experiences were not considered in tne
original analyses. The purpose of the present analysis 1is
to provide a more detailed examination of the characteras-
tics of centers with different ethnic mixes ar” the rela-
tionship between center ethnic mix and the public school
classroor mix. In addition, the present analysis consiceis
the effects of ethnic rix on child academic and social
development, peer adjustment, and parental attitudes towara
the public schools. The following questions were examinea

in the analyses of ethnic composition:

Wnat are the racial/ethnic mixes of the public school
classes into which the Head Start chlyyren enter?

Are there systematic differences in child outcome mea-
sures between the children from centers vwith ditferent
racial/ethnic maxes? )

when Head Start _children enter elementary school
classes with racial/ethnic composition difterent irom
the Head Start center do they experience any problems
of peer adjustment as measured by the Schaefer Hostil-
ity/Tolerance and the Bellar Aggression rating scales?

Are there differences _in parental attitudes toward
school, or educational aspirations or expectations,
:hlcg are associated with ethnic composition oi cen-
ers?

Question 3: Ethnic Comppostion of Staff Participating an Heud

Start. .

The original analysis of the distraibution of (stafi eth-
nicity within statf positions indicated an almost equal
representation of Elack and White staff (47.3% and 44.4%
repectively), and the ethnic cospositions vere generally
egual at all staff levels. Houever% the degree to which




there is ethnic representation across staff levels withan
centers was not addressed. It is therefore the task of aas
secondary evaluation to examine the data rTelevant to the
issue of ethnic representation within centers at all levels
of staffing. Specific questions addressed in thas analysas
included:

To what extent are staff with different ethnic back-
rounds represented at the staff level withan indava-
ual centers?

Por thcse centers whicn have a racial/ethnic nix at
the staff level, are there systematic patterns of eth--
nic staffing or do different ethnic staff tena to be
distributed’ across all 1levels (e.g., supervisor,
teacher, aide)}?

Are there systematic - patterns of ethnic stafting
across types of sponsorshnip?

Does the staff composition generally match the ethnic
composition of the Head Start children forxr indavadual
centers? "o those centers without a match tend to he
%ocaged in any particular region or an any comumuunlty
ype

uestion 4: Head Start Center Auspices.

The Head Start programs sampled in the transitiaon study
vere sponsored by Community Action Agencies, Nonprofit Agen-
cies, Public Schools, Colleges, Religious Organizations and
Others. 1. this project the relations of auspices with cen-
ter programs, parent attitudes and behaviors, and chiid out-
comes are considered by examiaing the following questions:

Are center ausgices distributed equally in all reqaomns
of tue country

Are there major differences in the family backgrouna
of the participants across different program sgonsor-

ships?

Are there variations in program activaties in centers
under different sponsorships?

Are there differences in staffing patterns across daift-
ferent types of sponsorship?

Are there differences in statf and parent traianing
across ditferent types of auspices?

Are there differences in parental attitudes toward
schools across difterent types of sponsorship?

Are there differences in parental educational aspira-
tions and expectations for _their children across dif-
ferent types ot sponsorship?




Do teacher's perceptions of Heaa Start children daiffer
under different types of sponsorship?

Is garent involvement different in Head Starts under
different sponsorships?

Questjon 5: Pagrent Invclvement in Head Start

<

One of the major components of all Head Start programs 1S

parent involvement. This project focused on four measures
of parent involvement: (1) parent involvement at the LHead
Start Center, ({2) parent involvegent with tné? chilat's
teacher, (3) parent i1nvolvement with other parents, ana (d4)

_ parent involvement with the child in the home. These nea-—

sures have been examined in relation to severa’ characteris-
tics of Head Start families and Head Start Centers. Several
guestions addressed in this study relative to parent

_involvement included:

Do the_ _patterns of garent involvement vary according
to family background?

What is +the relationship between the type and {re-
quency of parent involvement imn Head Start and par-
énts' attitudes toward school?

Do the patterns of_garent involvement vary according
to region or community type?

Does the type and frequency oi parent involverent valry
under different program sponsorshligp?

Does the tyge and /or frequency of parant invoclivement
in Head Start and in public school aiffer accoraing to
the centers racial /ethnic ®»ix?

1s the type and/or duration of parent involveument
related t0 child outcone measures? 1f so, how and tor
wvhich outcomes?

I1s_ the t{pe and/or duration _of paremnt involvement
related 60 the _learnlng environment _and learnlng
smaterials found in the Head Start children's homes:
If so, does the relationship change with different
family backgrcunds?

Are the home learning paterials related tu¢ the child
o

outcome measures? es this vary with family pack-
ground?

Question 6: Preschool Experience of Non-Head Start Chiidren

in the original analyses, almost half of the non-tead
Start children had éxperienced some xind of ?ut~ot-n0ae
preschool. In addition, many Head Start chialdren had souze
kind of preschool experig?ce beggfe: entering Head Starte.

J




The present analysis identified 1034 Head Start children in
the data base, of whom 121 had some preschool in addition to
Head Start. Also identified were 555 children who did not
go to Head Start (i.e., the comparison children). 0f these
211 attended some kind of preschool before entering the
public schools. The present study examined these four
groups of children (Head Start childrenm with and without
some other experiences, and non-Head Start children with and

vithout some kind of preschool experience) on a nuanber of &2

dimensions. These questious include:

What txpe of grogram did the non-Head Start chilaren
attend? What typé of program did the Head Start chii-
dren with other preschooul experience attend?

How long did tbe children in this sample attend their
respective preschools?

what differences are there in familg background bet-
ween Head Start, non-Bead Start, Head Start plus other
preschool experlences, and no preschooi grcups?

Are the children in these grescnool categories equally
distributed across regions?

Are there differences in the type cf plag materials 1n
the homes of the Head Start, non-Head Start with and
without preschool and non-preschool groups?

Are there differences in the amount of verbai interac-
tion between parents and children 1in Head Start and
non-Head Start fam:i2lies? Is there a difference 1n the
pattern of TV watching?

Are there differences in rental expectations among
éhe ganllles ot Head Star and non~Head Start chal-
ren

How do the public school teachers perceive tne Heaa
Start children compared to the_non-Head Start chil-

dren? Are these ditferences related to tam2zly back-
ground?

Question 17: Performance of Head Start Chjldren an kublac

School s .

The initial analysis of the transiti~n data show-a that
some effects on academic and social development assoclated
vith Head Start attendance could be discerned. The present
analyses continued examining some 0of these issues toO deter-
mine if Head Start effects are ¢.<tributed equally across
regaons of the countfy, are associated with the kinds oI
activity exphases that were offered 1n different Head Start
centers, are associated w}th family backg¢round factors, or
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are associated with patterns of parent involverent 1n the
Head Start centers. Specific guestions examined were:

Are Head Start effects distributed equally across
regions of the country?

Are the outcomes of Head Start associated with tne
kind of activity emphases that were oifered in the
different centers?

Are Head Start efiects associated with family back-
ground factors?

Are Head Start effects associated with patterns of
parent involverent in the Head Start center?

Question 8: Teacher Perceptions of Head Start Chiidren

The.original analysis of public school teachers® rating
of children in theéir ciassrooms showed that Head Start chil-
dren were generally rated higher on =cue social motivataonal
factors than other children. The 1nterpretation oI these
findings is difficult until the meanings underlying these
ratings are determined. The purpose of the present analiysis
is to extend the examination ot teacher ratings to clarify
their meanings, to establish a set of scales that would
reliably reflect these meanings, and to determine the rela-
tionship between teacher ratings of Head Start children and
fapnily background characteristics of the childaren as well as
their academic performance. To accomplish this the foliow-

ing questions were examined:

Doiiublic school teachers' petcegtlons of Head Start
children vary according to family packground of the

children?

Is there a relationship betwgen teacher perceptions ot
children and their soclal a acaderic performance 1in
kindergarten? o

Question 9: A Model of Interrelationshius ARong Prediciors

In the original study, a series of outcome measures vele
analyzed as dependent on such family background factors as
nd{her's education, tamily income, and home stimvlation var-
jables. In addition, selected measures of parental atti-

i )y
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tudes and parent involvement were usea as preidictors. In
the secondary analysis, these tactors along with measures of
Read Start activities are sntcred into a model of intericia-
tionships to find the most effective set of causal paths to
child outcomes. These analyses attempted to answer the fol-
lowing question:

Is there a predominant set of interrelatinnships among
SES factors, parent attitudes, home stiaulatlion mea-
sures, parent involvement measures, and the Head Start
rcgram activities which leads to feightened levels of
child outcomes?

Questjon 10: Characteristics of High Incore Head Start
Fapilies

In the original study it was found that the national sam-
ple contained a larger portion of h;@her income families
than wvas expected. " The focus of this analysis 1s to des-
cribe their characterisitcs and deterrine the curcukhstances
under which these fa=ziliess are participating in head Start
programs. Income for this study is viewed in three ways:
hcusehold income, eligibility (based on DHEW guideiines) anua
per capita income. The folloxing questions were addressed:

Are high income Head Start families located 1n any
particular region or comaunity type?

Under what t{ge of program sponsorship are the centers
attended by ese higher income families?

What are the background and demographic characteris-
tics oi these families?

what patterns of garent involverent are found among
the bhigher income Iamilies?

¥hat are the parental attitudes toward school? What

gge garents' educational expectations for their chil-
en?

Questjon 11: Parent Characteristics Associated with parent
Involvement

Question 5 of the KPP, which focused on aspects of taul-
lies and centers which were related to parent 1nvolvenent,
provided an opportunity to contrast two different notious
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about the sources of motivation for involvement. On the one
hand, parental econoric and educational status was consia-
ered a source of involvement on the assumption that the
values which di-tinguished between parents of difterent
socio—economic statuses would predict motivation to become
involved. Oon the other hand, the assumption was made that
all parents were motivated to become involved, but those who
had fewer resources in time and energy would tend to be less
involved. Resources in tize and energy vere estimated in
terss of the number cof adults in the tamily who workea and
vho therefore had limited time to become involved. It also
vas estirated by the number of adults in the family on the
grounds that the more adults present, the greater the
resources for in-household <child care so that at least one
parent could be able to leave the house to attend Head Start

activities.

The findings of Question 5 indicated that the measures of
in-home resources did not predict involverent, but that the
indicators of SES did. in order to examine these SES con-
tributors in greater depth, the present study considers the
complex of parental attitudes, home factors and Sk5 as
interrelated paths toward involverment in the Head Start pro-

grass and centers.

Is there a predozinant set of interrelationships among
SES and attitudinal factors which leads to heightenea
levels of involvement?

Question 12: Length of Enrollment as a Pactor 2in Chiuc
Qutcoges

The analysis of effects of activity variables aescribing
Head Start center programs has been reported 1n Question 7.
In this section, gquestions related to the role of length o1
enrollzment in preschool and the length of enrollment 1n Head

Starts with partacular activity emphases zre adaressed.

Does the pattern of tiame in prescnool vary across
regions?

b? = O
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Does the length of enrollment in Head Start contribute
to the performance of children in academic or atrec-

tive measures?
Does the length of enrollment in Head Start programs

with particular activity emphases. contribute to the
performance of children on academic or affective nea-

sures?

wi)




Chapter 2
SAMPLING FROCEDURES

Sampling Algoritha

The sampling algorithm used in the original tramnsition

study

report.
directly from the original report (p.

is describedé in great detail in the origainal

For reference purposes, the following summary taken

a brief description of the sampling stages used:

1.

2.

10.

11.

A list of all Head Start delegate agencies was
compiled.

The delegate agencies vwere grouied so that all of
the delegate agencies that fall within a iven
site (say_a c1§il Were grouped together.  Thus,
for example, 4 of the "delegyate agencies 1in los
Angeles were grouped to fora one sampling unat.

Sites were stratified by urban, spall <town and
rural and by geogra hic region (Northeast, South,
Southwest, an Hestf.

¥ithin each stratua delegate agencies were sampled
in proportion to the nuaber of Head Start students
enrolled. Approximately 300 sites were selected
to conduct a survey to_obtain revised child counts
along with ethnic and linguistic data. Three hun-
dred “sites provided a sufficient pool from whicn
to dravw the study sites required for the tramsi-
tion study.

Based upon _this new survey a sample of 43 (last
minute_attritior of two urban sites reduced the
initial goal of 45 sites to QBL primary and alter-
nate sités were selected ifor the transition study.

Within each site a list was compiled of ail of the
schools that Head Start graduates attende.

A sample of schools within each site was selected
so that an adequate number of Head Start chilaren
would be available for testing. The sample size
was made large enough at this stage to allow for
the expecteda levei "0of attrition both of entare
schools and of students witaninm schools (because ot
lack of cooperation, for example).

Contact was aade with SEA's and LEA®*s to obtain
permission to proceed.

All of the Head Start children within the sampled
schools were rostered. A letter containilng infor-
mation about the studg and a parent permission
form vere sent to Head Start parents.

Within the rostered classroous, a similar letter
asking for permission to take part_in the stuay
¥as sent via the non-Head Start children to thear
parents.

Schools which refuse to cooperate and those for
whaich sufficient jparent permission letters were
not received were elaminated from the sample.

<414 —31
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12. Within_ schools classrooas were eliminated 1f a
sufficient onumber of parent permissioh letters
were not received.

13. The final selection of schools and classrooms
within schools was made based upon the avallabal-
ity of Head Start and non-Head Start graduates 1L
each classrooe.

14. A final selection of 32 sites was made frow the 43

originally selected.

15. A samgle of Head Start graduates was chosen from
selected classrooas.

16. A comparison group was sampled from the sane
Classroons.

Classificatjon of Head Start and Comparison Children

The operational definition of a Head Start child in the
original Abt study was an English-speaking child who had
attended a full year prograz of Head Start. The comparison
group corsisted of some children who were eligible for the
Head Start progras but who did not attend {(or attended for
only a brief period) and other children who were not eiigl-
ble for the Head Start programe. For analytic purposes, the
comparison groups should be equivalent to the Head Start
sanple in background variables and in school experiences.
In order to produce nearly eguivalent groups, a number of
steps were undertaken. The comparison groups were chosen
from the same sites as the Head Start groups. School year
experiences were partiaily equated by selecting the compari-
son groups from the same classrooms as Head Start groupse.
Inforpation such as sex and ethnic group were recorded to
allow for the adjustment of non-ireatment relatea differ-
ences. Since most classrooms had fewer than five Heaa Start
graduates, it was possible to select a comparison group of
non~Head Start children, though the gquality of this comparl-—

son group difiered fros classroom to classrooR.

Por the purposes of c.iassifying children 21nto prescnool
categories, Abt focused their attention on two questions 1in
the parent questionaire. These two questions were "tetore
kindergarten, was your child enrolled in preschool?" (Ques-
tion 8), and if yes to thas question then "What kina of

reschool?" (Question B8A). If a parent responded "ho"™ to
P

)
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the first Question the child was classified in the ™No

Preschool®™ group. If the answer to the first question was
"Yes®™ then the second question was examined. A response of
"Head Start™ entered the child in tne ®™Head Start"™ group,
while a response of "Nursery School®, ®pay Care", "klay
Group®, or "Kindergarten* entered the child in the "Non-Head
Start Preschool® group. The original transition preschool
variable had the following breakdowns: 355 No ¥rreschool
children, 313 Non-Head Start Preschool children, and o56
Bead Start children.

This system of categorization is somewhat over simplified
and thus resulted in some misclassifications of children
into preschool categories. A new classification system was
developed based on the following issues:

1. Head Start children may also have had preschool
experiences prior +to Head Start. In fact there were 113
children who bad such additional preschool experiences.
These children were classified as a fourth grcup, “"Head
Start Plus Other PFreschool." The parents of 106 oi these
children indicated that the <children had previous-to-Head
Start preschool experiences (Q8A) and 7 parents did not
ansver (08 but did indicate in QBA that their children had
both Head Start ana other preschool experience. This 1s at
variance with Apt?®s decision to categorize all children as
non-Head Start whose parents indicated on G8A that they bhad
been enrolled in some other kind of preschool. Thus, 113
children vwere transterred from Abt®s original Non-Head Start
Preschool category into a new category Head Start Plus Other
Preschool category. The 313 children which abt categorized
as Non-Head Start Preschool is in fact composed of only 207
such children. In addition, 12 children were identified by
their parents as having attended preschool other than Heac
Start (QBA). The actral total for Non-Head Start Preschool
1is therefore 219.

2. The total numbker of children who attended Head Start

Only was originally reported by Abt to be 656. Bowever, uu4
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children whose parents did not respond to Q8 (the criterion
used by Abt to categorize Head Start Only children) vere
described by their parents in Q82 as having attended Heaa
Start Only. We have other data to verity that these cChil-
dren did attend Head Start and have, therefore, includea
then in the total number of Head Starst Only category which

now numbers 700 children.

3. By merging the Merged Analytic Pile (kid data) with
Head Start Center Questionnaire (HSCQ) data and with LINUS
data pertaining to Head Start Center enrollments, additional
students were identified as having participated in Head
Start. It is assumed that kids with Head Start Center data
participated in Head Start. WNithout this aserge of the three
data files at kid level, Abt Associates could not identify

these additional Bead Start children.

In the first step of#the merge, Xid data with BSCQ, an
additional 165 kids were identified as Head Start chaldren.
Five of these children were classified as Head Start Plus
Other Preschobl since their parents had indicated that they
had attended a non-Bead Start preschool, vhile the remaining
160 children vere grouped into the Head Start Only category.
0f these 160 Head Start children 154 had no intormation on
Q8 or 08A, and six parents indicated thét their children had
no preschool experience. This resulted in the following

frequencies:
Unabple to Classify 447
No Preschool 346
Other Preschool 214
Head Start Only 860
dead Start Plus Other 118

in the second step of the merge, 56 additional Head Sé%rt
children were identified. Fifty-three 0of these were reclas-
sified as Head Start Only; three of these as Head Start Plus
Other Preschool. The combination of all of these data mani-
pulations increased the number of children categorized as
Head Start Only considerably, reduced the number of children

-
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classified as Other Preschoolers anad kept the number of
children in the RO Freschool group essentially the sane. <:
@ The final preschool breakdowns of this classification systen
vere:

Unable to Classify 396

No Preschool 344
® Other Preschool 211

Head Sstart Only 313 |

Head Start Pius Other 121
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Chapter 3~
VARIABLE LIST

L d

The variables 'in the several research categories are pre-

sented in this - chapter. The psychoretric properties of
these variables are included in the Appendix. Thas
includes the distributioral properties of all variables with
particular emphasis on those which were either not used 1in
{he original analysis or were modified in some form irom

that wkhich vas used in the original.

The major variables which were constructed as part of the
secondary analysis, and which were not used in the origanal
include: \

A. Activity Emphases of Centers. Judgements of the cen-
ter directors vere submitted to the factor analytic proce-
dure. A factor structure emerged which was then used to
describe each center.

B. wide Range Achievement Test Factor Structure. The
subtests of this achieverent test were submitted to the fac-
tor analytic procedure and eight relatively interpretable
factors enmerged. Three of these related té‘ the use of
vords, sentences, and letters; four haa to do with nuwmbersg,
counting, and problem sclving; and one factor included a
spatial/motor task (digit symbol).

C. Affective Outcome Measures. The Beller rating scaies
and the Schaefer rating scales vwhich public school teachers
used to rate all the sample children were cosmbined aha
entered into the factor analytic procedure. Two strong tac-
tors emerged. These were labeled the ™all hmeracan® child
scale, and the "Assertiveness®" scale. Each child was scorea
on each of these scales.

The factor structures for each o0f the above measures are
reported in the aAppendix ana at the end of each appropriate
question in this report. The remaining measures, all taken
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from the original data base, are essentially the sane as
those used by the original investigators. Distraputionel
data on these variables are also -presented in the Appendlx.
These data are the same as those Teported in the original
study and are being repeated here for the sake of conveni-

ence for the readere.

A full list of all variables used in the study foilows:.

Region
BLOCKING VARIABLES

1. Reglonal Area (AREA):
xortheast
Sountheast
Southvest
West

2. Connunlty Type bIZECITY{
1 aram Or pen Coun r
2 Snall City 2500- 25
3) Medium Sized Cltg 5 000 100,000
4) Large City 1000,000 or more

Head Start Center Characteristics
BEAD START OUTCOME/CHILD OUTCOME PREDICTORS

1. Head Start Act1v1ty Emghases (factor scores):
a. Academic Knowledge and Skill éACTYACTl

b. Social Knovledge and Skills 43 TFACTZ)

c. Dramatic/Bxpressive Play (ACTFACI3j

HEAD START PREDICTOARS

. Ausplces
Public School

Private or Parochial School
Institute of Higher Learaing
Religious Related Organization
Pravate non-proflt gfoup (other than a
trlvate school)
0gcal Comnunity Action Agency

her

\10\ N E WA«

)

2. Ethnicity in Percent: 5 99% or more Black,
2 90% or more White, é-h 90% or more Othe
10-897. Black, (5) 70-89% White, (6) 2804
t er, L 69% or less Black majority, (8) 694
or less R 1*e majority, (9) 69% or less Otler

; no " major race. °
a. All Staff { hrrm'

b. Supervisors (SUPETH

c. Teachers ATC ETH)

d. Aldes_ (AIDE Ck

e. Enrollment (CENTETH) .

3. Head Start Trainin (1) In-service training
y Supervisors ? In-ferv1ce training DK
consultants, 5) Unlversit sponsored eight-
week training sesszons, () University spon-
sored one-weék training sessions, (5) Lectures
by specialists, discussion grougs, and (6) &After
hours classes at a school of college.
a. FPor Teachers
b. For Parents o -
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Pamily Cbgréc;gristgcs
. ADJUSTING VARIABLES

1. ~¥other's Education (MAED): VYears child's moth-
er attended school.

2. Per Capita Income (PCI or PERCAP): (hH 31 to
$599, (2) $600- . X
$999 ‘3 $1000.to $1499 éub $1500 to $20Y49,
(5) $2100 to $2993, (6) $3000 or more.

ter; 3. Home Stimulation (HOMESTN2):: Number ot learning
materi-
als plus nuaber of children®s books in home.

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

1. Parent?l Attitudes: HESS Attitude Scale (factor
scores) .
a. School Negativism (HESSFS1)
b. Value of Education (HESSFSZ)
C. Education as Upward Hobllltg.(HBSSPS3£
d. Social Traditionalism for Children (HESSPS4)
e. Positive Perception of Teachers (HESSFSDS)

2. Parental Perception of Locus_of Control:
(1) 1Internal and (2) External.
a. General (LOC“S{
b. Specific (Related to School) (HESSLOC)

3. Parental Involvement
a. At Center: (0) Never, (1) less thau 4
. times‘a year, (2) 4 times a year, (3)
Once a month, (4) Twice a mobth, -(5)
Once a veek. .
b. With Parents: (0) baxd not meet, (1) 4
times_a year or less, (<4) Once every
1 or 2 months, (3) Tvwice a month, and
éa) Once a veek.

c. ith Teachers: Frequency of visats,
JQ{ Never talked t07(55 ive or more.
d. ith Chald at Home:; (V) Never,

(1) Once_a month, (2) 2 or 3 times &
month, (3) Several times a wveek, (5)
Every day.

4. Parental Expectations ) :
a. Perceived Ability of Child: 41) Less

than average, (<) .Average, and (3) Avove
average. .
b. Perceived Performance ot Child: (11 koor,
“ 2) Average, (3) Good, and (Qé Excellent.
c. erceived Aspirations of Chaild:

(1) Pinish_8th _grade, 32) Finish
high school, (3] Attend a vocational ’
or_a 2 year college, (4) Attend at
le#st a"4 year college.




Child cCharacteristjcs
BLOCKING VARIABLE
1. Ethnicitiz

1) Black

2) ®White
3) Other

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

1. Type of Preschool Experience:

1) No preschool

2) Other preschool

3) Bead Start only .

4) Head Start plus other experience

2. Length of Enrollment: HMonths in preschool.

OUTCOME VARIABLES

1. REAT Readigg (factor scores; :
a. Spe and Read Words
b. Name Letters
Ce Cog{ Marks )
ietter Eecognition

2. WkAT Math (factor scores):
a. Written HMath
b. Oral math 1 (Ea$¥%_
c. Oral math II (DiIficult)
d. Counting Dots

3. Social/affective (factor scores):
a. All American
b. Assertive

(XN
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Chapter &
RESEARCH FPINDIXNGS

The major purpose of this project is to consider the sev-
eral broad policy relevant issues vwhich have been .raised vy
ACYP as a result of the original transition study. These
issues, and some of the specific questions with which they
are associated vere provided in the Scope of Work fcr thas
project. In this section of the report, each of the issues
identified in the Scope of Rork are comnsidered in turn and
the findings related to each of the questions within each
issue are presented 1n a standard format. The general 1ssue
is first presented in a way which reflects the ACYF formula-
tion. The findings for each question are then presented ain
suamary fors. Following this presentation of finaings 1s a

technical discussion section which deals with the data aud

analytic issues involved in developing the tindings. kead-—
ers interested in exploring the basis for any particular
fiuding should be able to do so from the information pre-

sented in this section.

Pollowing the technical discussion section is a counclu-
sions section in which the interpretative judgments o* the
authc.s of this report are, where appropriate, presented.
Following the conclusion are the tables summparizinyg tue
ajpropriate data for the questions associated with the gen-
eral policy issue under discussion. The next broad policy
issue is then stated with tne findings, technical discus-

sion, conclusions, and tables following in that oraer.
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westion 1: Head Start Curriculum Emphasis N

Center airectors vere asked in tﬁg Head Start Center
Questionnaire to describe thejactivities of their centers.
Although most of the directors agreed on the goals of their
centers, a good- deal of variability of activaties was
reported. What are the differences in activities which tuke
place in the sampled centers, with what other characteris-
tics of the centers and parents are these activities assocCi-
ated, and what effects on childrenr might these actaivity daf-
ferences have? In order to examine these issues, the
.reports of the center directors were analyzed and three
activity emphases were identified: activities which encour-
aged academic growth; activities which encouraged social
development; and dramatic/expressive play activities. kEkacn
center vwas scored for the relative emphasis Pplaced on each

of the domains of activitaes.

Do the activity emsphases at individual centers vary
according to the family background of the chiidren

attending them?

There appears to be no relationship between family 1ncoune
or mother's education and the kind of activity whacn 1s
emphasized in the Head Start in which the child is eunrolled.

Do the activity emphases vary according to the family

ethnicity?

Yes. Centers which have a predominantly Black enro.iueht
(70% or more Black) emphasize academic activities aucn more
than centers which have a predominance of White chiiaren.
On the other hand, centers with predominantly Blacx chiidren

...2‘1.,:-— 4"
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do not eaphasize dramatic/expressive play activities as zuch
as other centers. Predominantly Black and predominantly
Rhite centers emphasize social development activities
equally.

Do the activity emphases in centers vary accordang to
the ethnicity of the staff and the ethnic match of
staff and children?

b e e . i et s s v

Yes. Centers in which 70 percent or more of the children
and of the staff are Black st.ongly enmphasize academlcC
activities, vhereas centers in which 90 percent or =sore ot
the children and the staff are wWhite report the least empua-
sis in these activitaies. On the other hand, Black centers
(70 percent or more of both <children and staff are black)
shovw the least emphasis on drametic/expressive play activi-
ties. Those centers in which no race is predominant among
the children enrolled i1n the center or the staff tenu to
emphasize social knowledge and skills actavities.

—_

Do activity emphases in centexrs vary by region or city
size?

e e e gt

Centers in the Southeastern and Southwestern regqgions show
the strongest eaphasis in acaderic actavities; centers 1in

the Northeastern and WesterIn Tegions showing the least’

emphasis on this activity. Southeastern centers reportea
slightly higher emphasis on social activities. Finally,
Northeastern and Western centers are described as strong ia
dramatic/expressive play, vaereas .outheastern centers gen-
erally are in the lowest two dquaitiles with respect to thas
activity.
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In terms of city size, rural and far® based centers ale
the only groups which report a single consistent emphdasis.
These centers emphasize dramatic/expressive play, and exha-
bit relatively little toward academic emphases.

Do activity emphases vary by center auspices?

To a saall extent. Centers sponsored by Coamunity Action
Agencies are egually divided into groups which strongly
emphasize academic activities, social activities, and dra-
patic/expressive play. Apmong the centers which are Sspon-
sored by local public schools, half strongly emphasize
social activities while the remainder 4o not esphasize these
activities. Centers sponsored by nonprofit groups tend to
emphasize dramatic/expressive play activaties while not

emphasizing social activities.

Do activity emphases 1n centers vary by the kind of

training available for the staff?

-
Centers which concentrated their training activitaes in
university-sponsored training sessions vere those whxch
reported strong emphasis in dramatic/expressive play activi-
ties. No other relationships between the kina of training
available and activities in the center are observable.

Do activity emphases in centers vary by the parental
2attitudes and expectations which parents exhibat
toward the center or toward children?

—

Yes. Parents whose chilaren attend Head Start centers
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vhich strongly emphasize academic activities tend to have
more negative attitudes toward public schools than parents
vhose children attend other centers. Parents whose children
attend centers which emphasize dramatic/expressive play have
the highest scores on the Positive Perceptions of Teachers
Scale and generally have positive attitudes toward school.

Do activity emphases 1in centers vary with parental

involvement in the centers?

e o s o e s e o

tes. There is a tendency for (1) parent helping at the
center, and (2) parent talking to the teachers to be lower
in centers which place strong emphasis on academic than in

centers which place a veaker emphasis on such activities.

Do activity emphases in centers produce aifferential
. . . !
outcoses in child performance on achievement tests or |

affective/social behaviors?

There is no significant contribution of the activaty
emphases in centers to the performance of children 10 kan-
dergarten. When activity emphases are modified by tne
length of time children attended Head Start, Jjust one tina-
ing emerges. The longer children attend centers with aca-
demic ewphases, the higher the scores on one of the eight
achievement scores {(viz. namiag letters). A tew other
impacts of the relationship between lengtn of attendence &na
type of activity on various outcomes were noted in edach of
the different regions of the country although no consistent
trend ererged. (See Question 7 for a full discussion ot

these findings.)




Technical Piscussion

Tt is reasonable to assume that the program or the exper-
imental content of the program of Head Start should contri-
bute to the successful transition of childrea to the publac
schools. It is also true that the kind of progras variaples
vhich might be considered the effective psychologa-
cal/educational antecedents to successful transition have
generally not been measured in the course of Head Start stu-
dies. 1Indeed, the major criticism of previous nationalil stu-
dies of the effects of Head Start 1s precisely ~that Head
Start as an educational/developmental experience hus not
been examined. Despite the nationally defined prograk pre-=
formance standards, ¢there are as sany Head Starts {(1n the
sense of a psycho/educational experience) as there are Head
Start classrooems. Unfortunately, the measuresent of tue
Head Start program as experaenced by children 1s an
extremely expensive and time consuming task involving a
great many technical problems wvhich have not yet been
solved. The next most useful estimate of the program 1s tne
description of the curriculuzm provided by those 20st know-
ledgable. It is to these descriptions which we turn for an

exapination of the Head Start program.

Oon the assumption that program content is associated to
some significant extent with developmental processes 1h
children (and to the transition process to the pubnlic
schcols), it is of major policy reievance to consider the
sources of variation in program content across Head Start
centers. Performance standards are very broadly statea so
that a great many local factors contribute to the séizﬁ}lon
of particular progran elements and to0 the manner Dby ¥hiCh
they are applied to children. This is, of course, as 1t
should be since Head Start is conceived as locally cont-
rolled in a great many of its olicy aspects despite the
general thrusts and selected program elements established by
administrative guidelines drawn at the tederal level. How-~




ever, such a local option aakes 1t imperative that ObJjective
evidence for rrogram content be established. At the same
time, it is very important that an intensive sealch be maae
for those policy relevant factors which may influence the
selection of desireable program elements by 1local adminis-
trators. Using the data base available on the national
transition study, an attempt to find program descriptors and
a wide range of their policy related correlates was cairiea

out in the present study.

The first task was to seek information in the data base
on the content of the programs adrinistered in the centers
from which the transition sample of children dgraduatea.
There are in fact only two such sets of information. Farst,
the gquestionnaire administered to the directors of these
centers presented five very general prograam goals and asxed
that these goals be rank ordered according to their impor-
tance for the children in the center. We have previously
reported (Interim Report, March 30,1979) that there is an
overvhelsing similarity among the certer directors 1in thear
ranking of these general goals for children. The vast
majority indicated that social skill development was thear
first priecrity and that academic skill development wasS thelr
lowest priority. Some small variation amonyg the ramnkings of
the other three goal statements was appdareat, but on the
basis of several attempts to cluster, rank order score, aid
some ANOVA procedures, we concluded that there was not
enough diversity ot rankings to use these data to aifferen-
tiate among centers.

The second set of information on program content was alsc
found in the Center Questionnaire administered to the center
directors. Bach director was asked to rate each of the 1t
activities along two dimensions. The first dimenrsion was
the frequency vith which the activity was offered in the
center, and the second dimension was the importance of the
activity in the overall curriculum. A single rating of each
activity was constructed by multiflying the score on eacn




dimeasion together/for each center director. The resultant
distripution of activity scores indicated a good deal of
differentiation among center directors (see Interim Report,
March 30,1979). Since a very wide range of activities wvere
represented on this list, it was deemed reasounable to submit
these scores to a facter analytic procedure (principal com-
ponents solution with varismax rotation). Although five tac-—
tors reached the criterion of eigenvalue greater than 1.0,
we feel that only three substantially interpretable and
rational factors emerdged from this procedure. The factors
and the rationale for selecting these tnree factors are sum-
marized in Table Q3.1.

The three factors have been named: hcademic knowlieage
and skills; Social knowledge and skills; and Dra-
matic/Expressive Play, respectively. Factor scores-were
calculated by multiplying the standardized Trating ot the
item by the factor score coefficient tor that item and sum-
ping this product for all W items within each facCtor.
Thus, the distribution of factor scores are independent ot
each other and have guite adequate variability Aacross cen-=
ters. We shali take these three scores for each center as
reflective of the pattern of activity offered 1n that cen-
-ter. Although we cannot say how these activities vere uni-
guely administered to individual children, we believe that
it is possible to use these scCores as a means vt differenta-
ating the kinds of experiences children received across cen-
ters. It is reasonable, therefore, to lookx for correleates
of these center variations, and, in subsegquent seétlons ot
this report, to examine the relationship between these vari-
ables 2ad the performance of children on the academic and
social measures taken while they were in kindergarten. The
correlates of center activity scores are presented in the

remaining sections of this cnapter.

The first set of correlates are the demographac descrip-
tors of the centers. The four major geographic areas iden-

tified in this study vere: Northeast, Southeast, Southwest
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and West. Tables Q1.2 to Q1.4 summarize the distribution of
each activity factor within each area of the country. There
seeas to be some differences across these areas in the xinas
of activities which are emphasized. It is likely that these
area differences reflect unigque cultural properties some ot
vhich will be discussed elsewhere in.this chapter.

The first activity factor, Academic Knowledge and Skills,
tends to be most heaviiy emphasized 1in the centers of the
Southwest and least emphasized in centers of the Northeast
and West. Two—-thirds of the Southwest centers are 1n the
fourth (highest) gquartile of the distribution of these tac-
tor scores. Centers in the Northeast and West are distra-
buted approxieately equally in the lowver three quartiies.
Centers in the Southeast are distributed generally in the
upper three guartiles. As we shall see in later sections of
this report, these differences in academic activity emphases
by area correspond to the differences in ethnic couposition
of the centers in these areas. Note that generally, centers
in the southern areas of the countiy place heavier ewphasis
on academic activities than in the northern areas, and thas
is all the more so in the Southwest than in the Southeast.

The second activity factor, Social Knovledge and Skalis
emphases, shows a rather different distribution over the
areas of the country. Por this factor, centers are distri-
buted relatively equally across all four guartiles regard-
less of region.

The third factor, Dramatic/Expressive Play, =shows stall
another pattern of distribution over the areas ot the coun-
try. The eastern 2veas are sharply divided; the Northeast
tends tc have most Gf its centers in the higher gquartiles;
whereas the Southeést centers are predominently in the low-
est quartile. Centers in the Southwest are generally 1n tne
intermediate quartiles while an the ¥est most of the centers
tend to be distributed in the two highest quartites.
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Another demographic variable examined 1n relat.on to the
center activity measures is city size. This variable is
composed of four intervals: 1large (zmore than 100,000) , mea=
ium (25,000-99,999), small (2,500-24,999), and rural {less
than 2,500 and farm). Tables Q1.5 to Q1.7 summarize the
distributions of activities within each of these groups.
There are several findings which should be mentioned.

The large and medium size cities teund to have centers
distributed equally across the guartiles for all three
activity factors. A sinor variation on this theme 1s that
the large cities tend to be split into two extrekxe groups
vith repect to the social factor; over half the 1large
cities strongly emphasize this factor vhile the remainder ¢o
not emphasize it at all. We are not yet prepared to explain
this split and will consider the issue in the context of
other analyses at a latter point in this report. However,
there is a wide range of varjation across ail three activaty
factors in the largest and zmedium size cities froa which the

present sample was drawn.

spall towns also tend to have centers which are broadaly
scattered across the several types of activity eaphases.
There is, with there towns, a sliyght tendency for the cen-
ters to be locateé i -~he lower end of the distraibution of

dramatic and exprescive playe.

1t is in the rural and farm bases centers that a unigue
distribution of actavities 1s found. in the centers an
these locations the emphasis is on dramatic/expressive play,
with very little emphasis on social skills, and almost no
emphasis at all on academic knowledge and skill acatavaty.

1n order to begin to draw some order out of this set ot
findinés, it is useful to consider the relationshlp between
the ethnicity of the children in the centers and the ethnic-
ity of the staff in these centers with respect to the actav-—
ity enphases reported by the center directors. Tables ¢ 1.8
to Q1.16 sumparize the distribution ot the three activaty
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factors in centers which vary according to the ethnic compo-
sition of the staff and the childrern enrolled. Y¥or purposes
of these comparisons, ethaic composition 1s defined as Black
(70 percent or more Black children), ®L te (70 percent or
more ¥White children), and Integrated (aill other combinations
of Black and White children). This sy tem of categories
includes all but a few centers and mar s the comparisous
among ethnic groupings manageable. In rder to make these
analyses even more useful, ve have categorized the ethnic
composition of the staff in each center by the same crite-
ria, and(ée bave defined ethnic matches between children 1nd
+ - £f within centers using these same Categories.

Generally, with respect to the first activaty factor,
centers which have a predcminantly Black enrollment empha-
size academic activities, and centers which have a predoasi~
nance of ttite «children do not e¢mphasize these activities.
Integrated centers tend to provide academic activities at an
interwediate¢ level of emphasis. The dastributioun of ethuic-
ity ¢f staff across the levels of emphasis of this activaty
is very similar to, but nct as extreae as, the distributaion
oX children®s e*':icity within this activity factor. Cen-
ters which have u predewinace of Biack staff tend to empha-
size academic activities and centers with predominantiy
White staff do not emphasize this activaty. l

when the ethnic match betwezn teachers and children is
considered, a very striking difference is present 1n the
academic activity factor. Ceaters in which 70 percent or
pore of the children and of the staff are ﬁlack strongly
emphasize academic knowledge znd skills activities, whereas
centers in which 70 percen. of the children and the staft
are White are in the lowesi gquartile of this activity empha-
sis. Other xinds of centers share in intermediate positions
of this.activity.

Differences in ethnic compostion of the centers plays a
smaller although just discernible role ia the distrabution
of the social knowledge and skills activities. Centers vwith
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predominantly Black children and staff are samilar to their
Rhite counterparts with respect to social knoeledge and
skills activities. The majority of these centers wWith etn-~
nic matches between children and staft are clustered in the
intermediate guartiles with more of the Black centers haviag
a slight tendency to strongly emphasize the social actavi-
ties. Centers having no major race predominant among either
the children enrolled in the center or the staff instructing
in the cemnter tend to strongly emphasize theﬁe_soc1al activ-
ities.

The third activity factor, Drasatic and Expressive Play,
show a reversal of these trends. Here it 1s the centers
with bigh concentrations of White chaldren and staff where
the emphasis on dramatics/expressive play is found. Approxi-
mately 60 percent of the White centers are found in the top
two guartiles of this distribution whereas almost. o0 percent
of the Black centers are found in the bottom two guartiles
of the distribution.

Although there are not yet enough data to support a tirm
inference about ethnic preferences for activities fcr pres-
chool children, the data suggest the difference in the
activities which are reported by the center directors are
associated with variations in the ethnic coaposition of both
the child enrollment and the staff. ¥hat might be retferred
to as Black centers tend to focus on acadenmic activities and
those which might be called White staffed centers tend to
focus on dramatic/expressive playe. This does not appear 1o
be a function of the size of the community in which the ¢« n-
ter is located, but 1s associated to some eXxtent with the
region of the pation. The southern regions tend to empha-
size academic activities more than the northern regions, ana
the Southeastern region tends to have the lowest émphasis oOa
dramatic and expressive play. 1t is difficult to determine
at this point if the source of these emphases is some cul-
tural/political /economic factor which distinguashes among
these sections of the nation, or if it is the unigue ethnic
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coaposition of ihose vho are associated with Head Starts 1in
each of the regions. We suspect that it is the ethnic com-
position of the regions rather than any other .factor, but
the verification of this assertion reguires further abadiyr-
sis. One other demographic factor of the centers can be
cu:asidered in this issue and that is the auspices under .
vhich the center operates. Although this factor may also be

" confounded with the ethnic composition of the delegate agen-

cies, it 1s also possitle that if ditferences in activaty
preferences exists among centers associated with olfté}ent
sponsoring agencies, it is the sponsorang agencies which
contribute to the preferences. We turn now to the assdcia-
tion between auspices and activity preferenceé.

-

Although there are six categories of auspices (Tables
Q1.17 to Q1.19) only the categories Public Schools, Noapro-
fit groups, and Community Action Agencies have enough cases
from which stable inferences can be dzrawn. However, the
findings for all categories are reported, and the reader
should remember to maintain greater confideince in the tnree
mentioned categeries than in the others.

“The most ilportant_findlng‘is that in the w®most heaviiy
represenged category of Conmunitj Action Agency (CAA), there
is an equal distribution of centers over all quartiles for
all three activity factors. Thus, CAA'sS appear not to con-
tribute to the emphases of types of activities in any syste-
matic vay. There may indeed be an influence from the Caa 1o
the center about the type of activity emphasized, but that
influence does not have to do with the fact that the spon-
soring agency 'is a CAA. If that influence is present, it
has to do with the unique relationship between . the center
and the agency and this varies across all situations.

Taere is a very slight variation on this theme among the
centers sponsored py public schools. Por the academic ana
the dramatic/expressive activities, the difference 1s only
in the lesser amount of variability found with this auspice
rather than with the CAA centers. The dastribution ot

SO
-35-(/1‘




public school centers on the social activity factor shovs a
somevhat different characteristié. -Here, about half of the
public school centers strongly emphasize the social factor
and balf do not emphasize it at all. This split 1s similar
to the split amony centers located in large cities vaere
half 'wvere very high on this factor and half were very low.
¥e shall examine the relationship Dbetween auspices and City
size in a subsequent section. However, some of the reasomns
why public schools are split on fhis factor may be due to
the ethnic composition of the communities withkin 1large
cities in which their sponsoring ageﬁcies are located.

Centers sponsored by nonprofit organizations tend to be
equally distributed acreoss all four qdéttiles of the aca-
demic factor. Bowever, centers under the auspices ot non-
profit agencies place great elphasislon dramatlc/erpressive
play activities and little emphasis on social knowledge and

skills activities.

In order to increase our uanderstanding of the distripu-
tion of activity factors, the character of the teacher
training opportunities offered in the centers was related tg
the preferred activities. It was assumed that the types of
training opportunities available to teachers mldht be the

source of the activity preferences. ., The assumption was

somewhat tenuous since the tra:ining oppertunaty variable as-

used in the Qquestionnaire subwitted to center directors
referred only to the form and not the content of the train-
ing. Thus the response choices covered inservice trainiug .
unlvet51ty~sponsored training sessions, lectures ﬁy speCiaa—

ists, and after-hours classes at 4 school or college. ‘he
only findings here, (Tables Q1.20 to Q1.22) vere that ceu-
ters which concentrated its training opportunities in univ-
ersity-sponsored training sessions vere bigh in preterences
for dramatic and expressive pilay. Since We do not XnNow the
content of the sessions, it 1s not possible to determine 1f
the preferences were the result of the training or 11 cen-
ters which preferred dramatic/expressive piay sought out
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uriversity-sponsored +training opportunities. : Since we
already kinow that there was a tendency for White centers to
emphasize dramatic/expressive play activities slightly -more,
it may be that there is an ethnic preference for types of
training opportunities among centers. This will be examined
later.

It is also possible that the activity preferences 1n ceu-
ters are associated with the nature and extent of parent
involvement 1n the center. Parents may contribute to the
prograr decisions to the extent to which they engage 1in cen-
ter activities. Accordingly, the activity factors were
related to the measures ot parent involvement as reported DYy
parents on the Parent Interview. Bere the parents were
asked how many meetings they attended in the center. The
meetings covered a variety of topics and represents a usetul
estimate of the involverent of parents with lectures, dis-
cussions, and policy making. Other questions on parent
involverent included the number of times the parents
reportea helping at the center, the number of home visits by
a representative of the center, and the number of times the
parent reported interacting with the child*®s teacher.

However, since these were individual parent responses, it
vas necessary to suam the individual responses within each
center to an aggregate center score for involvement ih order
to related this variable to the activity factors. Unfortu-
nately, in many centers there vwere very few parents inter-
view forms available because of the large amount ot missing
data. A standard convention was adopted which allowed tor =&
decision as to inclusion of a center in the analysas. This
standard is that at least five parents had to provide usable
data from a given center in order to determine that the mean
score for parent involveeent could be considered a stable
estimate of the involvement at that center. Fewer than tive
parents reporting for a given center meant that the mean of
those scores could not be taken us a reasonable estimate ot
the center's rate of parent involvement. UEIB@.this stan-
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dard, the number of centers available for analysis rarged
from 34 to 44. The correlations between the actieity tactor
scores and these mean center scores are summarized 1n Table

‘ Q1.23.

Examination of these four measures of involvement 1ndi-
cates that three of them bear no relationhip to the activi-
ties offered at the centers. However, a fourth measure,
“How often did you help at the Head Start Center?® did yield
a significant and revealing finding with one of the activity
factors, Acadeaic Knowledge and Skills. This relationship
is significantly negative (r=-.33,p<.05). It is suggestave
t0 conclude that as the emphasis on academic knowledge and
skill activities increased in the center;r there was a
decrease in the rate at which parents reported helping at

the centerse.

It is difficult to make a definitive interpretation oi
this finding since it was previously reported that centers
in which the acadeaic factor was highly emphasized tended to
be heavily Black in enrollment and in statf. It may be that
the low rete of parental helping at these centers 1s a func-
tion of the behavior patterns which are unique to this cul-
tural group. It is also possiple that centers which cmpha-
size academic knowledge and skill activities tend to resist
the participation of parents. It 1s possible that this
activity emphasis involves professionally developed curri-
cula and, in the judgement of the center staif, requires
professionally trained staff to administer. This view might
tend to magnify the discontiauity between professionai staff
and lay parents ana thereby generate a barrier between cen-
ter and parents that would be difficult to overcome.

Although it is not possible to choose between alternative

explanations of the negative relationship between acaaedlc

activities and parental rates of helping at the center on
the basis of the univariate analyses reported here, 1t woulid
help to understand the issues 1f the relationship netween

parent characteristics and the activity emphases at centers

t‘..
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vere exasined. Jf parents tend not to help at academicaily
oriented centers, it would be usetul to know 1t these par-
ents had any particular properties which might daistinguash
them from other parents. In particular, it would be useiul
to know something about their background and their judgments
about their children and the schools to wkich their chilidren
go. 1f there are differences between the parents whose
children attend academically oriented centers and those par-
ents wvhose children atten¢ other kinds of centers, then it
might be possible to understand the relatjonship between tne
rate of helping at the center and the kind of activaty which
is preferred at the center.

~aere are three sets of information about parents whbich
have been related to the activity preferences at the centers
attended by their children. Per Capita Income (PCl), which
is the +total fawmily income divided by the total number of
adults and children in the family; and Mother®s Educataion
{BRAED), which is a four point scale of less than haigh
school, high school, 1less than college, and college levels
of education, both constitute the measures of socio-econcsic
status available from the data base (Table (¢1.24) .

The second set of anformation has to do with the parents
expectations and judgements of the chiidren®s performance in
school. There are three duestions administered to parents
which tap these attitudes and beliefs of the parents about
their children. All three appear in Table Q1.25.

The final set of information has to do with the parents?
attitudes tovwaxd school, education aud the teachers of thear
children. These scores are derived from the judgments made
by parents on the Hess Attitude Scale. These data were fac-
tored to produce principal components ana, with a varimax
rotation, five interpretable factors. The correlations or
all five of these factors with the thre«e activity preterence
factors generated by the center <Jirectors® reporis are sum-
zarized in Table Q1.26.
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It should@ be noted ihat the parents data used 1n these
analyses reported here have been aggregated to center level
by adding all parents scores within each center for wvhom
data are available and dividing by the nuamber of parents.
This provides a mean score which is taken to represent the
center. The standard of at least five parents avallable for
a center was applied in generating center means so that the
analyses are based on only 34 centers.

The first set of information on fasily backgrouad as mea-
sured by PCI and MAED shows no relationship with activities
at the center. Thus ¥ve conclude that parents nelther seek
out or are a.tracted toward centers with particular actavity
preferences when the parents are defined by their socio-eco-
nomic status as measured in this study. This is an 1mpor-
tant tinding since it was earlier reported that parents tend
to help out at centers which do not heavily eaphasize tae
academic oriented activities, and as will be reported later,
pothers with higher education levels tend to visit centers
more often than mothers with Jower educational levels. Thus
the lack of a simple (univariate) relationship between moth~
ers® education and types of center activities, while lmpor-
tant in its own right, appears to mask a rather complex
Telaticuship among these vaiables. This more complex ana-

lyses will be reported in a later section of this report.

The same kind of null findings can be observed xn the
relationship between the second set of information on par-
ents' expectations for their children and the activities at
the center. Thus, the ansvers to such questions as "“How tar
in school will your child go?%, ®How well wiil your child do
in school?", and "™How do 7Yyou corpare your <child's scnool
ability to other children?” are unrelated to the x1na ot
activity which is emphasized at the center. Since these
questions vere asked of parents after their children gradu-
ated from Head Start, 1t is possible to reject the alterna-
tive hypothesis that centers with particular actavaty

esphases tended to attract parents v¥ith particuldr expecta-
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tions for their children. In general it appears that par-

ents do not self select centers with particular kinds ot
activities and that parents do not appear to influence tne
selection of activaty emphases 1n ways that retlect any ot
the SES or expectatiob/aspiration data available. If par-
ents have any influence on the kind of actavity whicn is
offered in the Head Start centers in which tneir children
attend, it 1is not associated with tne attitudinal vaiues

contained in the measures repoited here.

A slightly different picture emerges vwhen the Hess tac-
tors are related to the activity emphases. Two findings ot
interest can be observed with these data. The first is that
centers which epphasize acadexic knowledge and sxill actava-
ties tend rataner strongly to have parents with high scores
on the Negative Attitude Toward Scheool factor. This tactor
also includes wvhat has been Treported elsewhere in this
report as a measure of external 1locus of control for events
at school. The correlation between the Negative Attitude
Toward School factor and the academic activity emphasis 1s
.50 which is likely to be an underestizate oi the true rela-
tionship betveen these variables because of an apparent cur-
vilinear pattern to the bavariate scatter plot. Tbus cen-
ters which emphasize academic activities are associated with
parents who, when their children are 1in kindergarten, report
quite negative attitudes toward public school and towarad
public school teachers. It 1s not clear whether centers
vhich have these emphases also have a lack ot contidence in
public schools which 1is then communicated to parents (ait-
hough parents contact with these centers is relatively low),
or whether parents who have a lack of confidence an publac
schools tend to be attracted to these kinds of centers. The
complexity of this relationship will have to be puzzled out
in order to fully understand the impact of curriculum deca-
sions and of parent involvement on judgments and ultimately
on children.




The second finding involving the Hess factors has to do
vith the fifth factor, Positive Perceptions of the Teacaer.
In centers which emphasize dramatic and expressive play (ana

recall that ‘these centers are located heavily in rurasl ang
faraing communities), the parents have high scores on this
positive factor. This may be characteristic ot parents®
judgments in the rural areas which are served by Head Start,
or it may be an effect of this kind of activity in Head
start on the activities and attitudes of the kindergarten
teachers. Once again, this complex association will have to
be examined using more complex analytic procedures.

Conclusions

The findings of this section <confirr the most likely
expectations of the early education community that, 1ndeea,
there is a diversity of programming in the Head Start cen-
ters around the nation. There are three distinct sets ot
activities. Centers, according to their directors, vary
considerably in the degree to which these activities are
emphasized in local programs. This is as 2t should be since
diversity means that local conditioﬁé have some contribution
to local programming. In the present data base there seems
to be abundant evidence that the kind of activity emphasis
which is found in a center reflects the preferences of tne
cultural group being served and the cultural composition ot
the local center staff. 1n most cases the famililes belug
served and the staff serving them come from the same Cui-
tural/ethnic group, and the kind of activity eaphasized 1n
their center reflects their collective preferences. Black
children are generally served by Black staff and the activi-
ties which predominate in their experiences have to do witn
acaderic/learning events. White children are denerally
served by White stuff and the activity emphasas they receave
tends to do with expressive/dramatic play. This implies a

cultual based choice in favor of specific activity emphases.
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At the same time, there is a regional basis to tne dis-
tribution of activities. Academic activities predorinate in
centers in the South where the largest majority of black
children are in attenderce and dramatic/expressive play pre-
dominate in other regions where White children are in atten-
dence. This should be taken as further evidence for a cul-
turally based self selection of activities in centers.

It is possible that factors outside the Head Start commu-
nity contribute to decisions about the kind of activitles
vhich are emphasized in the centers. Por example, ¥hite
centers tend to use university-based resources for training
of their staff and it may be that these training programs
direct the trainees toward the dramatic/expressive activi-
ties. It is also possible that, for reasons as yet unknovwa,
White centers preter to go to universities for their train-
ing because they prefer the instruction offered .by unpiver-
sity~personnel. It is not possible to resolve this point
using the data at hand, but 1t is clear that activities vary
across centers because of the ethnic composition ot the
local Head Start community.

There is one ikportant issue which the program planner
should note. Centers which emphasize acacexic activitiles
are associated with low rates of parent involvement and wath
parents who have quite negative judgments about school. It
is reasonable, based on this data base and related findings,
to interpret this as a tendency of academically oriented
Head Start teachers to inhibit parental contact with cen-
ters. Such teachers may tend to think of themselves as pro-
fessionalized and uay therefore, tend to Jjudge parent
involvement as an unwanted dintrusion 1nto their domain.
Parents may in turn sense this resistence for Head Start
trainers to focus on this issue and consider means oOf
instructing teachers to Trecognize the value of pareant
involvement regardless of the teacher's preferred orienta-

tion toward preschool programminge.
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It is most instructive to note that none of tihe actavity
emphases are associated with any of the academic outcome
measures used in this study, although there is some evidence
that expressive/dramatic play is associated with one of the
social/affective outcomes. In other analyses reported here,
participation in preschool and, in some 1nstances, partici-
pation in Head Start, are associated with some gains n
achievement 'and social/affective development, but the con-
tent of the Head Start program appears not to be related to
out comes. This is oounter intuitive and needs to be con-
trasted with findings from other studies which suggest that
program content does influence child growthe. It as aiso
counter intuitive with theoretical expectations that progran
content should influence child dgrowth. Findihgs such as
these are in reed of furtker exagination before taey can pe
included in the accumulating body of knowledge of Head Start
effects. ‘There is one technical issue which needs to be
kept 1in n}nd associated with this point.

Bach center director was asked to rate a variety of
activities in terms of "importance in a preschool program*,
and the “extent to which the activity is emphasized in your
center®. Based on these data, scores were deveioped which
served to describe each center according to the kind of
activities which were emphasized and which were considered
important. These scores were then attriputed to each chiia
vho attended that center. Each chilé was then enterea into
the analyses of the effects of the center activities on kin-
dergarten performance.

The problem with this procedure, of course, 1s that it
assumres that each <child in the center received the sane
activity emphasis in the saae way. If every «child 1n the
center participated in these analyses, then the overall cen-—
ter activity eamphasirs would be a reasonable score tor the
"average" child in the center, and it ¥would be possible to0
compare centers on the effectaveness of their activaty
emphases. OUnfortunately, very few children from each center

£
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participated in this study. 1n 2lil.cases, the smallest num-
ber to participate was five, but in most cases the number of
children included in the sample was 6 to 8. Thus, it is mnot
at all possible to assume that the children in the sample
all received the activities which the center director judged
to be the major component of their curriculum. Childreu who
vere categorized in the present analyses as having receivead
a certain curriculua may not have received enough of it tc¢
satisfy reasonable criteria for inclusion. There 1is, in
other words, large error in the measurement of the curricu-
lum vhen that measurement is applied to the child, even
though the error may r»t be large when applied to the cen-
ter. The analysis of effects of activitiles, when carried
out at the child level is most likely to have too much of
this kind of error to allow for & precise enough measure of
the effects of these activity emphases. When studying the
effects of curriculum applied to the individual child, it 1s
pecessary that the actual curriculum applied to that child
be measured and that was mot possible in the present study.
Thus it should not be expected that effects of activities zat
centers could be discerned in andividual chilé test scores.
The measurement of activities could only be used 1n this
study to describe centers, not to measure effects on chil-

dren.
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TABLE Q1.1

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR
HEAD START ACTIVITY EMPHASES

Eigen Percent of
¢ Factor . Loading Value Variance
Factor 1: Academic Knowledge and Skills 4.34 31.0
Mathematic Concepts .855
Problem Solving Activities .786
: Science Experiences .648
o Large Muscle Development .586
Factor I1: Social Skills and Rule Knowledge 1.74 12.5
Health Habits .834
Food Habits .815
® Health and Safety Rules .770
Child Social Knocwledge 474
Factor II1: Dramatic/Expressive Play 1.67 11.9
_ Dramatic Play .815
® . Creative Experiences .804
Factor IV: Muddled Factor 1.16 8.3
Small Muscle Development .863
® Language Development 731
Child Social Knowledge .469
Factor V: Social Knowledge Skills 1.04 7.4
Trips .820
® Adult Social Knowledge .728
®
®
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TABLE Q1.2 .
Academic Knowledge and Skills by Region

Academic Knowledge and Skill Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Region N % N % N % N % N %
Northeast 10 31.3 9 28.1 9 28.1 4 12.5 32 100.0
Seutheas@ 2 10.5 5 26.3 6 31.6 6 31.6 19 100.0
Southwest 2 16.7 0 0.0 2 16.7 8  66.7 12. 100.0
West 8 32.0 7 28.0 8 2.0 2 8.0 25 100.0
TABLE Q1.3

Social Knowledge and Skills by Region

Social Knowledge and Skills by Region

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Region N % N % N % N % N A
Northeast 8 25.0 8 25.0 7 21.9 9 28.1 32 100.0
Southeas. 5 26.3 3 15.8 7 36.8 . 4 21.1 19 100.0
Southwest 4 333 2 16.7 5 41.7 1 8.3 12 100.0
West 6 24.0 9 36.0 3 12.0 7 28.0 25 100.0
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TABLE Q1.4

Dramatic/Expressive Play by Region

Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartiie 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

Region N % N % N % N % N %
Northeast 5 15.6 9 28.1 8 25.0 10 31.3 32 100.0
Southeast 9 47.4 5 26.3 3 15.8 2 10.5 19 100.0
Southwest 2 16.7 5 a.7 4 33.3 1 8.3 12 100.0
West 5 20.0 4 16.0 7 28.0 9 36.0 25 100.0
&
TABLE Q1.5
Academic Knowledge and Skills by City Sizg—
Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartite 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
City Size N % N % N % N 4 N %
Farm or Open Country 9 90.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 10.0 10 1€0.0
2,500 - 25,000 7 20.0 10 28.6 7 20.0 11 31.4 35 100.0
25,000 - 160,000 4 14.8 6 22.2 12 44.4 5 18.5 27 100.0
over 100,000 1 8.3 3 25.0 6 50.0 2 16.7 12 100.0
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TABLE Q1.6
o Social Knowledge and Skills by City Size

‘Social Knowledge and Skill Activity Factor
/

‘ Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
® ity Size l N 3 N 3 N 3 N 3 N %
Farm or Open Country 6 60.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 2 20.0 10 100.0
2,500-25,000 7 20.0 7 20.0 14 40.0 7 20.0 35 100.0
® 25,000-100,000 5 18.5 12 %'4 7 25.9 3 11,1 27 100.0
Over 100,000 3 25.0 2 16.7 0 0.0 7 58.3 12 100.0
¢
® TABLE Q1.7
Dramatic/Expressive Play by City Size
Dramatic/Expressive: Play Activity Faétor
® Quartile ] Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
City Size N 3 N % N % N g N 3
Farm or Open Country 2 20.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 6 60.0 10 100.0
® 2,500-25,000 13 37.1 8 22.5 8 22.9 6 17.1 35 100.0
25,000-100,000 2 7.4 10 37.0 10 37.0 5 18.5 27 100.0 ’
Over 100,000 2 16.7 4 33.0 3 25.0 3 5.0 12 100.0
®
[
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TABLE Q1.8
Academic Knowledge and Skills by Center Ethnicity

Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4  Total

Center Ethnicity N % N % N % N g N %
" Predominantly Black 3 12.5 6 25.0 6 25.0 9  37.5,24100.0
® Predominaftly White, 10 37.0 7 25.9 8 29.6 2 7.4 27 100.0
Predominantly Othér 4 571 1 14.3 2 286 O 0.0 7100.0
No Major Race 3 2040 3 200 6  40.0 3 20.0 15 100.0
@
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TABLE Q1.9 ’
® . Social Knowledge and Skills by Center Ethnicity “
i Social Knowledge and Skjlls Activity Factor
Quartile 1]  Quartile 2 Quartile 2 Quartile 4 Total
® (onter Ethnicity N % N p N 3 N g N %
. predominantly Black 4 6.7 5  20.8 7 29.2 8 33.3 24 100.0
Predominantly White 5 18.5 7 25.9 9 33.3 6 22.2 27 100.0
® redominantly Other 5 71.4 1 143 0 0.0 1 14.3 7 100.0
No Major Race 2 13.3 6  40.0 2 13.3 5 33.3 15 100.0
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9 TABLE Q1.10

{" Dramatic/Expressive Play by Center Ethnicity

.

N : Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor

. Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Center Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N %
Pred;)minantly Black 8 33.3 7 29.2 7 29.2 2 8.3 24 100.0
Predominantly White 6 22.2 7 25.5 6 22.2 8 29.6 27 100.0
Predominantly Other 3 42.9 0 0.0 1 14.3 3 42.9 7 100.0
No Major Rage \J 6.7 5 33.3 4 26.7 5 33.3 15 100.0

TABLE Q1.11

Academic Knowledge and Skills By Staff Ethnicity

Academi¢ Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 buarti‘.e 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Staff Ethricity | N % N % N 3 N 4 N %
Predominaatly Black 1 4.2 6 25.0 6 25.0 11 458 24 100.C
Predominantly White 5 27.8 7 39 5 27.8 1 56 18 1000 f
No Major Ra-e 6 37.5 2 125 3 188 5 27.8 16 100.0
&,




TABLE Q1.12
Social Knowledge and Skills by Staff Ethnicity
Social Xnowledge and Skills Activity Factors
- Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Staff Ethnicity N % N 3 N % N % N %
Predominantly Black 5 20.8 6 25.0 8 33.3 5 20.8 24 100.0
Predominantly White 4 5.6 7 38.9 7 33.9 3 16.7 18 100.0
No Major Race 1 25.0 2 12.5 2 12.5 8 50.0 16 100.0
&
TABLE Q1.13
Dramatic/Expressive Play by Staff Ethnicity
Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor
Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Staff Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N %
Predominantly Black 6 25.0 7 29.2 7 29.2 4 16.7 24 100.0
Predominantly White 4 22.2 3 16.7 6 33.3 5 27.8 18 100.0
No Major Race 3 18.8 4 25.0 5 31.3 4 25.0 16 100.0
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TABLE Q1.14
Academic Knowledge and Skills by Ethnic Match of Children anc Staff
®
Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor
Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Ethnic Match N 2 N % N % N % N %
. 0
Predominantly Black 1 5.9 4 23.5 4 23.5 8 47.1 17 100.0
Predominantly White 4 33.3 4 33.3 3 25.0 1 8.3 12 100.0
° No Major Race : 2 28.6 0 0.0 3 42.9 2 28.6 7 100.0
e
TABLE Q1.15
® AB Q
Social Knowledge and Skills by Ethnic Match of Children and Staff
Social Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor
® Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Ethnic Match N % N % N % N % N _ %
Predominantly Black 3 17.6 4 23.F 6 35.3 4 23.5 17 100.0
o Predominantly White 1 8.3 3 25.0 6 50.0 2 16.7 12 100.0
No Major Race 1 14.3 1 14.3 1 14.3 4 57.1 7 100.0
e
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o TABLE Q1.16
Dramatic/Expressive Play by Ethnic Match of Children and Staff
Dramatic/Express Play Activity Factor

® Quartile | Quartile 2  Quartile 3  Quartile 4  Total

Ethnic Match N % N % N ] N 3 NN %

Predominantly Black 5 29.4 5 29.4% 5 29.4 2 11.8 100.0
o Predominantly White 3 25.0 2 16.7 5 41.7 2 16.7 100.0

No Major Race 0 0.0 3 42.9 2 28.6 2 28.6 100.0
|
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TABLE Q1.17
Academic Knowledge and Skills by Auspices
L
Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor
Quarcile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

® Auspices N % N % N % N » N %

Public Schools 0 0.0 2 25.0 4 56.0 2 20.0 8 10C.0

College or Univ. 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0
° Religious Group 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 2 100.0

Non-Profit Group 1T 11.1 2 22.2 3 33.3 3 33.3 9 100.0

Local CAA 21  36.2 11 19.0 15 25.9 1 19.0 58 100.0
@ Other 0 0.0 1 14.3 2 28.6 4 57.1 7 100.0
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° TABLE Q1.18
Social Knowledge and Skills by Auspices
Social Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor
® Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total )
Auspices N % N % N % N % N %
Public Schools 3 37.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 3 37.5 8 100.0
® (ollege or Univ. 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1000 0 0.0 4 100.0
Religious Group 1 $0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0
Non-Profit Group 5 55.6 3 33.3 1 1.1 0 0.0 9 100.0
® ocal A 12 207 15 259 14 241 17 29.3 58  100.0
Other 2 28.6 2 28.6 2 28.6 1 14.3 7 100.0
®
TABLE Qi.19
o Oramatic/Expressive Play by Auspices
Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor
Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
e Auspi ces N % N p4 N A N ] N %
Public School 1 12.5 2 25.0 4 50.0 1 12.5 8 100.0
College or Univ. 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0
®  Religious Group 0 0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 2 100.0
Non-Profit Group 9 0.0 0 0.0 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 100.0
Local CAA 14 24.1 17 293 10 17.2 17 29.3 58 100.0
®
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TABLE Q1.20

ACADEMIC KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS BY TEACHER TRAINING

L Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total
Teacher Training N % N % N % N % N %

@ [nservice by Supervisors 22 25.3 21 24.1 24  27.6 20 32.0 87 100.0
Inservice by Consultants 22 25.6 20 23.3 25 29.1 19 22.1 86 100.0
University Training 8-Weeks 2 18.2 3 27.3 5 45.5 1 9.1 11 100.0
University Training 1-Week 9 40.9 5 22.7 4 18.2 4 18.2 22 100.0

@ Lectures by Specialists 17 23.0 20 27.0 23 31.1 14 18.9 74 100.0
After Hour Classes at School 16 2C.3 16 22.9 21 30.0 17 24.3 70 100.0

TABLE Q1.21 ¢
SOCIAL KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS .Y TEACHER TRAINING

® Social Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Teacher Training N % N % N % N % N
@ Inservice by Supervisor 23 26.4 22 25.3 22 25.3 20 23.9 87
Inservice by Consultants 22 25.6 22 25.6 21 24.4 21  24.4 86
University Training 8-Weeks 2 18.2 3 27.3 1 5.1 5 45.5 1
University Training 1-Week 9 40.9 6 27.3 3 13.6 4 18.2 22
@® lectures by Specialists 16 21.6 20 27.0 20 27.0 18 24.3 74

After Hour Classes at School 17 24.3 18 25.7 17 2+.3 18 25.7 7C
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TABLE Q1.22
DRAMATIC/EXPRESSIVE PLAY BY TEACHER TRAINING

Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor
Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

Teacher Training N % N % N % N % N »

Inservice by Supervisors 20 23.0 23 26.1% 22 25.3 22 25.3 87 100.0
Inservice by Consultants 21 24.4 22 25.6 22 25.6 21 24.4 86 100.0
University Training 8-Weeks 2 18.2 4 36.4 1 9.1 4 36.4 11 100.0
University Training 1-Week 5 22.7 2 9.1 3 13.6 12 54.5 22 100.0
Lectures by Specialists 18 24.3 21 28.4 18 24.3 17 23.0 74 100.0

After Hour Classes at School 16 22.9 19 27.1 17 24.3 18 25.7 70 100.0
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TABLE Q1.23
CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH MEAN PARZNT INVOLVEMENT INDICES

N Academic Knowledge Social Knowledge Dramatic/Expressive
— & SKills Activity & Skills Activity Play Activities

gfggg‘pg‘igﬁtﬁ‘ th 3 -0.1190 0.1399 -0.1344
parents nelp At . 3 -0.3300** 0.0299 0.0317
Number of home 35 0.2033 0.2193 0.1415
visits by center rep.
Nunber of times 44 -0.0864 -0.1413 -0.0884
** p<.01
TABLE Q1.24

CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH MEAN SES INDICES

N Academic Knowledge Social Knowledge Dramatic/Expressive

—_— " & Skills Activity & Skills Activity Play Activities

Mother's Education 36 -0.0917 0.0128 0.0594
Per Capita Income 28 -0.0078 -0.0175 0.1594
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TABLE Q1.25
CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH PARENT EXPECTATIONS

Activity Factors

Academic Knowledge Social Knowledge bramatic/Expressive
Parent Expectations N & Skills Activity & Skills Activity Play Activity

How far in school will
your child go? 33 -0.1548 0.0798 -0.1241

How well will your child
do in school? 35 0.0166 -0.1501 0.0351

How do you compare your
child's school ability . )
to other children? 34 -0.0572 0.0590 -0.1148
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TABLE Q1.26 !
CORRELATIOANS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH MEAN PARENTAL ATTITUDES (N=15)
Academic Knowledge Social Knowledge Dramatic/Expressive
& Skills Activity & Skills Activity Play Activity
School Negativism 0.5056* -0.0824 -0.2113
Value of Education -0.0238 -0.0436 C.1707
Education as Upward _ _ *
Mobi 11 ty 0.1725 0.0148 C.4817
Social Traditionalism -0.2513 0.1648 0.3808
L 2
Positive Perception
of Teachers 0.1994 -0.2949 0.5317*
* p<.05
’4/1'1
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Questjon 2: Ethnic Composatjion of Families Served by Head
start h

The original analyses indicated that Head Start centers
varied with regard <o the ethnic naix of the tamlaes
enrolled. A number of important issues about the sources ot
such variation, the continuity (or discéntinulty) ot etn ic
m1Xx across Head Start and the public schools in vwhich the
Head Start children enrolled, and the consequences of these
various kinds of ethnic experiences were not considered in
the original analyses. The purpose of the present analyses
is to provide a more detailed examination of the character-
istics of centers with different ethnic mixes and the real-
tionship between center ethnic mix and the public school
classroom mix. In"addition, the present aunalyses considern
the effects 7f ethnic mix on child academic and social
development, peer adjustment, and parental attitudes toward
the public schools.

In order to consider these issues, the ethnic mix of both
centers and the public school cliassrcoms were describeda 1n
teras of percent of various ethnic groups. The tollowang
descriptors were used (Note, these descriptors are i1n some
cases aggregations of the raw data categories describea 1n
Chapter 3 and on page, 64 of this chapter.):

1. 90% or nore of one ethnic group= homoT=1e€0us
group, referred to as a Black center Pr e White

classroom, as the case may be.

2. 70-100% of one ethnic group= predominantiy one
ethnic group, referred to as predominantly Elac",
or .predominantly White as the case may be.

3. At least 50% of one ethnic group= majority of omune

ethnic group.

4. No predominant group= group in which no ethnicaity
achieves more than ?0% enrollment. This occurs
vhen two ethnic groups are equally represented, Or

70
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when there are three ethnicities representea 1n
¢ the groups, none of which achieves 50% of the
total.

The ethnic groups reported here are Blacks, Whites, ana
Other. This latter category is almost exclusively Hispan-
¢ ics. Although the Hispanic children are reported in the
sumpary tables according to their country of origin (Puerto
Rico, Cuba, or Mexico), for analytic purposes they have been
combined into one group. Since the analyses vere separateily
perfoxmed withiu the several geographic regions of the coun-
try, there is very 1little overiap betwveen Puerto Rican,
Cuban or Mexican-American children in the analyses.

¥hat are the racial/ethnic mixes of the public school
classes into which the Head Start chilaren enter?

pr

Approximately two—thirds of both Black and White children
attend a public school class with a predominance (at least
70%) of children of their own ethnic backgrouna (Table
'Q2.1). That is, 56.4% of all Black Head Start chaildren
attended kindergarten classes with 90% or more Black chil-
dren in them, and 11.7% of all Black children attended kin-
PY dergarten classes with 70% or uore Black chitdren. Simyr-
larly, 54 .4% of all white Head Start children atteaaea
xindergarten classes with 90% or more White children an
them, and 13.5% of all Rhite children attended kindergarten
® classes with 70% or more White children. 1In addition, 63.7%
of the Black Head Start children attended centers with Y0%
or more Black children in then. 0f these children, 51.7%

attended kindergarten classes with 90% or more Black enroll-

® ment. As 1n the case of the Black childrea, a.majorlty
éb (53.1%) of the White children attended centers with at least™-.

90% White children. 0f these children 60.0% attenaed Kin-
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dergarten classes with 20% or more White children.

Are there systematic differences in child outcome mea-
sures between the children froz centers with ditferent
racial/ethnic aixes?

There are no systematic differences in child outcomes,
with respect to reading, math or social seasures which can
be attributed to differences in the ethnic composition of
centecs.

When Head Start children enter elementary school
classes with racial/ethnic composition different from
the Head Start center do they experience any problems
of peer adjustment as measured by the Schaefer Hostii-
ity/Tolerance and the Bellar Aggression ratinyg scales?

when comparing children who encounter continuity 1n eth-
nic composition of Head Start Center and elementary school
class with children who attended an elementary class with a
different etanic composition then thear Head Start Center,
there are no apparent differences on either of the peer
adjustment measures. It should be noted that 79% of the
children maintained continuity of ethnic composition from
their preschool situation to their eiementary school class.

vt

Are there differences in parental attitudes toward
school, or educational aspirations Or expectations,
which are associated with ethnic composition of cen-

ters?




In general, parents with children 1n 90% or more Black or
90% or more White centers expect that their chaldren will
acquire more education than other parents. Parents of chil-
dren who attended 90% or eore Black centers tend to show
more external locus of control than do other parents anda io
have more negative attitudes toward public schools. Parents
of children who attend White centers have positive attitudes
tovard schoci, but do not view education as a means ilor
upward mobility or as a method to perpetuate social tradi-

tionalisa.

Technical Discussion

Comparisons of ethnic conpositién of preschool ana schoul
indicate consistency during this transation period. of
interest are coaparisons of child ethnacity and ethnic com-

Kpusition of cegter; as well as comparisons of child ethnic-
ity and ethnic composition ot the child*s class. With Les-
pect to Head Start children it 1s desirable to know if there
are systematic differences 1n parental attitudes and expec-
tations which can be associated vith the ethnic compositiou
of the child®*s Head Start Center. Center ethnic composition
is defined in téims of the following ten categori=s: (3
90% and up Black, (2) 90% and up White, (3) 90% and up
other, ‘(4) 70-89% Black, (5) 70-89% White, (6) 70-89% other,
(7) less than 70% Black, (8) less than 70% White, (9) less

_than 70% other, (10) no Predominte race.

0f the 835 childreﬁ\\gor whom a kindergarten teacher
reported the ethnicity of éiﬁss, 392 are Black and 443 are
¥hite. Por this sample, approximately tvo thirds ot both
Black and White students attended & class with a predomi-
nance”’ (at least 70R) of children of their own ethnicaty
(Tables Q2.1 and 02.2.). 0f the 441 children for whonm a
ceanter director reported the ethnicity of the Head Start
center, 81.4% of the Black students and 69.5 of the White
students attended centers with at least 704 of the sapne etn-
nicity (Table Q2.3.). The trend toward greater homogenelity

N
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of ethnic composition in centers than in public school

classes is consistent throughcut the sawmple.

Generally, for those children who were iacluded 1n this
portion oi the analysis, ethnicity of the child matched the
ethnicity of the center (not the individual Bgad Start
classrooa). There was a great deal of nissing data. 1n
addition, there are no data on the ethnic composition oj the
individual Head Start classrooms. Center directors wereg
asked to report only the coaposition of the whole center’
One must assume that center ethnic composition 1s represen-
tative of the individual classes 1in that Head Start Center.
Approximately half (46.7%) of the 150 Black students tor
vhox center and kindergarten ethricity data were availabile
attended centers and kindergartens with Black enrollments.
Seventy percent of the Black students, who attended Head
Start Certers vith at least 90% Black ¢L'.ollment, attenaea
classes with at least 90X Black students. Approxinately
half (51.6%) of the stud->nts, who attended centers with an
ethnic composition containing 70% to 89% Blacks attended
classes with at least 70% Bldack enrcllment. Samilarily tor
White students who had attended predomirately White Head
Start centers, 85.7% of those with expericuce 1n centers
with at least 90% White students went o0 to a public school
ctlass containing at least 90% White students. Most (83.3%)
of the 30 students from centers with at least 70% Wanite etnh-
nic composition attended classes having at least 90% white

students.

There are proportionally more Black students an the
Southeast than in the other regions. In the Southeast,
Blacks generally attend predominately Black centers; coanse-
quent’'y, the Southeast has ©proportionally more students an
each preschool experience cateqory attending classes with at
least 70% Black enrollment. Regional cosparisons between
center and class ethnicity tor Black students are consistent
vith across-regional findings. That 1s, most Blacks attena
predominately Black centers (at least Y04 Black enrollment).
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This accounts for 56.0% of the Black students in the South-
east and 32.2% of the Black students in the other taree
regionse. Regarding the White students, 43.7% in the South-
east and 45.9% in the other regions attended both centers

and classes ¥ith at least a 30% White enrollment.

The unadjusted relationships between three sets of child
outcomes (reading, math, and social measures) ahd center
ethnicity were cxamined (Table Q2.4). Within and arony the
three types of child outcomes there are no systematic ait-
ferences associated with center ethnicity. There are a few
small and tentative trends with respect to indivaidual cut-
comes. Children from a majority Other (Hispanic and Native
American) centers score highest (unadjusted) on "Expressive
Language.® These children also have the highest sScores On
®wcopying symbols™ whereas the najofity Elack centers have

the lovest scores on thils measure.

All math measures, except "idorta“®yang simple numbers®,
vary with respect to center ethnicity. Oon s*mple computa-
tion, predominately Other centers (centers having at least
704 Other ethnic composition) have the lowest mean scorese.
However, on “verbal pr .biem solving™, those same predomi-
nately Other centers have the highest scores. On ®counting”
(i.e., counting objects) centers with less than 70% any race
but with a majority of Blacks or Others, represent the low--
est scores vhereas the centers with less than 70% any race
and with a White majority have the highest mean Kean Scores

¢n this measure.

Children from centers havang 70-85% Other children Sscore
higher om “All American®™ than other children, and children
from centers having less than 70% of any race but with a
major.ty of Others tend to score the lowest on "Aissesuiive-—

ness."

For this portion of the study, two measures of peer
adjustment are utalized, the Schaefer Hostility/Tolerance

and the Bellar Aggression rating scales. Low scores on both

L
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Reasures indicate positive peer adjustment. Both Black and
White children were categorized with respect to the ethnic
composition of their Head Start center and of their class.
Seven categories were identified: (1) Black child whe¢ went
from a 90% or more Black center to an elementary class with
less than 70% Black enrollment, (2} Black child who went
from a center with 50-708 Black to a class with less than
50% Black enrollment, (3) White child who went from a White
center to an elementary class with less thau 70% White
enrollment, (4) Wnite child who went from a 50-70% White
center t0 a class with less than 50% White enroliment, (5)
any child vho changed to a group with no ethnic predorkinance
(6) Black child whose preschool and elementary ethnic compo-
sitions matched, and (7) White <child whose school experi-
ences were of matching ethnic composition.

Over three-fourths (79%) of the Black and White Head
Start chiidren included in this portion of the study had
matching ethnic environments with respect to preschool aud
elementary school class ethnicity. Whean comparing mratched
versus nonmatched children, there are no overt ditferences
among levels of matching and nonmatching on either the Hos-
tility/Tolerance or Aggression scales (Table Q2.5). Con-
tinuity, or lack thereof, of the ethnic composition related
to Head Start Center and elementary school class is not
related to peer adjustment as judged by public schooul teach-

erse.

There are thirteen measures o0f parental attitudes and
expectations with respect to their child®s acadepic abilaty
and achievement. Single questions from the parent inventory
vhich ezamine the parent®s perceptions of thear child's aca=-
demic ability and reflects the parent's expectations for
their child's achievement are (1) "How well do you thaink
your child will do in school?=, (2) "“Ho¥ far do you thank
your child will get 1in school?", and {3) "Compared to otker
children, rate your child®s general ability.® The remaining
eight variables of parental attitude and/or expectations are
&
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composites of variables which vere created by either summa-
tion of two or mo.e variables, or factor analysis. Sunma-
tive creations were: (1) Parental Expectation I, which is a
composite of ™how well™ and “how far® their chald wili do ain
school, (2) Parental BExpectation 1I, which is Parental
PY Expectation 1 combined with the parent's ratings of his
child®s academic ability, (3) General Locus ot control
Scale, (&) School Locus of Control, which is a susmation of
the following items: (a) “If 1 disagree with the principai,
® there is nothing or very little I can do,”™ (b) ™host teach-
ers do not want to be bothered by parents coming to see
thema®" and (c) wparents can do very little to improve the
schools"”, and (5) total locus of control (LOCUSTOT) which 1s
¢ a composite of gerneral and specific (school) locus of con-
trol. Pive components resulted from a principal components
analysis of the Hess iteas. These five components, (1)
School negativism; (2) Value of education: (3) Education
o as upward mobility; (4) Social traditionalism for children;
and {(5) Positive Perceptions of teachers, were also includea
in the comparisons of parental attitudes of expectation over

categories of center ethnicity.

Of the single guestions, for two ot the three there 1s no
appareat difference an the fatings with respect to the stu-
dent ethnic composition of the Head Start Center. Parents
with children in centers with at 1least 90% of any race, or
ranging irom 70-89% of an etinic cosposition other than
white or Black, on the averaje expect thear children to
obtain more ed 1tion than parents from other tyves of cen-
ters (Table (2.6) . Trere are no differences attrabuted to
center ethnicity on tke variab.es, Parental Expectations I
or II. However, Parents with cnildren who attended centers
with at %east a 90% majority o-ther than White or black per-—
ceive théir locus of control 2as being more external, < .d
those parents with children froa centers with 70-89% White
enrollment perceive their locus of control as being aore

internal than dJdo parents with children who atteraed otner

Y types of Head Start Centers (Taple Q2.7).

B Lo ‘
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A higher proportion of parents representing proaominately
{(70%-90%) Black and and other Head Start Centers describe

themselves as being external compared to parents associated
vith predominately (at least 70%) White centers. However
only 11.6% of all parents describe themselves as "“exterual™

so these findings cannot be considered stable.

¥ith respect to the Hess prircipal components factor
scores, all scores except “Pcsitive perceptions of teach-
ers®, indicated differences associated with the ethnic type
of Head Start Center. Parents from predominately white cen-
ters (at least 70% .nite) had more positive attitude toward
school, and place a lesser value upon education, thar do
parents from other kinds of centers (Table 02.8). Finalily,
parents associated with predominately %hite centers do not
view education as a means for upward mobility or as a method
to perpetuate social traditionalism to the extent that par-

ents from other centers do.

Cconclusions

The int:nt of this question is to determine the effects
0of the ethnic composition which children experience in Heaa
Start on thear adjustment and performance 1in Xinaergaiten.
The ethnic composition of the kindergarten intc which they
enroll is a critical factor in exarining this adjustment
process, SO it is important to consider the match pb:tween
the preschool anpd kindergarten ethnicity. Untortunately,
there was a great deal of missing data here so that the num-—
ber of children for whom this matcn could be calculated is
guite low, Aithough there is no clear evidence for a bias
in the loss of data, it is clear tb.t the¢ real problew 1is
that there is such a small absolute number of children frou
whor a shift in the ethnic composition ocurred in the tran-
sition from Kead Start to Kkindergarten. Most of the cnii-
dren in this sample went to a Head Start that had a predomi-
nant enrollment of children of the same ethnic pbackground,
and they went to a kindergarten that was very simiiar an

f.,\‘
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composition to the Head Start they attended. Head Start

appears, in this sample, to reflect the ethnic composition
of the neighborhoods they serve as mRmuch as the puniic
schools. The finding that there were no discernible datfer-
ences betvween children who attended one kind of ethnacally
nixed centep and another kind of kindergarten,on any of the
outcoxe measures compared to children who had other kinds of
transitional experiences, is strongly influenced by this

unbalanced sanmple.

The process by which ethnic mix in an educational envi-
ronment has aﬂ impact on the development of chiidren 1is not
limited to the direct experiences of the children 1in the
classroom. It is also possible that parents may be 1influ-
enced by, or may self select classroons and Head Starts of
various ethnic coerpositions. Once they are influenced, the
impact on the children may occur .y way of the home rather
than by way of the classroom. Thus it 1s important that the
attitudinal properties of the parents associated with ethnic
coaposition be explored. In this sample, there were no ais-
cernible differences among parents which could rot more
appropriately be attributed to ethnic backgrou.d ot the
family rather than ethnic composition of the educational

setting.

once again, it is very important to heea the warning that
the very unbalanced sample precludes the possibility oi dis-
covering anything but the nost obvious effects. It 1s most
important to avoid draving policy implications from these
findings. The present data base simply does not Support any
conclusion on the relatave worth of any particular ethnic

mix for preschool children.

I
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° TABLE Q2.1
Class Ethnic Composition by Child's Ethnic Background (Count (%))
. N
Chi]dts Class Ethmc1t_y
Ethricity 70% Up  70% Up 70% Up  70% 0% 70% Nc Pre-
® ’ Black Whita Other Black White QOther dominately Race
Black 267 33 0 29 33 3 27
a (68.1)  (8.4)  (0.0)  (7.4) (8.4) (0.8)  (6.9)
. 6 307 18 9 53 0 56
[ White (1.4)  (67.9) (4.1) (2.0) (12.0) (0.0)  (12.6)
o
L
@
Q




Q2.2.

Class Ethnic Composition by Child's Ethnic Background (Count and (Percent))

Class Ethnicity

1ABLE
? Child's
Region __Ethnicity
All Black
Regions —e o
Hhite
e —ren e e o v m—a .
‘Hortheast,| Black
Southwest.l
L
West HWhite
Black ~
Southeast {-—---——-~—}-~
Hhite
O

To0% Up 90% Up 0% Up  70-891  70-89% "70-891 —_“75;"'“75;”_}Bimim:;,:
{ Black _ White _ Other _ Black White _Other  Black ___ White  Other nate Race |
221 9 0 46 24 0 29 33 3 27 392
(56.4) (2.3) (0) (n.m (6.1) (0) (7.4) °(8.4) (.8% (6.9) (46.9)
2 241 14 4 60 4 .9 53 0 56 443
(5) (54.4) (3.2)  (.9) (13.5) (.9) (2.0) (12.0) (0) (12.6) #(53.1)
61 7 0 Y T e 5 17 3 9 148
(a1.2) (4.7) (0.) (11.5)  (12.8) (0) (10.1) (11.5)  (2.0) (6.1) |(27.6)
2 228 14 6 58 4 5 34 0 44 389
(.5) (58.6) (3.6) (0) (1a.9) (1.0) (1.3) (8.7) (0) (11.3) [(72.4)
Teo 2 0 2% s o W 0 18 | 204
(65.6) { 8) (0) (1v.9) “(2.0) (0) (5.7) (6.6) (0) (7.4) |(81.9)
0 13 0 2 2 0 4 19 0 12 54
(0) (24.1) (0} (7.4) (3.0 (0)" (7.4) (35.2) (0) (22.2) l(18.1)

[GIE
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TABLL 2.3. Head Start Center Ethnic Composition by C“11d's Fthnic Background (Count and (Percent))

Center Ethnicity

0 H 12

Regions , 1 37 27

44 24 2 0 11

, 0o 116 4 o 2 8
White (0) (55.0) (2.0) (5.0) (18.5) (1.0)

HWest

' 93 9

Black

1 9

Hhite

~ -
v J
O
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Child's | 90% up  90% Up  90% up 70-89%  70-89% 70-892 70% 702
Region fthatcity Black “hite Other Black Hhite Other Black Hhite

. 137 0 0 k7! 2 .
All Black 1z (@ (0 (17.7) (19 (0  (51)  (5.6)

Vhite 120 4 16 ’ 2 3
) ( 8) (53.1) (1.8) (7.1)  (16.4) (.9) (3.5) (11.9)

PN _.-....+ e PRI USSPV NSRS SIS A SLLLAEL S e R

X 0 0 3
Northeast] Biack | (44 4)  (0) (0) (24.2) (2.0) () (1.1) (3.0)
SOU“IWC‘}L o rem sme cm] e e e el SoS S o Tmo s fms T ""-’"""""—‘,'{‘}"“'_" I
(4.0) (9.0) (.5)  (5.0)

0 0 14 0 0 0
(80.2) (0) (0) (12.1)  (0) (0) (0} (7.8)

Southuestp—m- s o } ~om mm s e e e - it

10 0 6 0 0 0
(3.8) (38.5) (0) (23.1)  (0) (0) (0) (34.6)

— - S SNSRI UD SIS SR CISIPIFSES SRR R SRS S S B LU e - JRPRE—

70% Ho Predomi-
Other nate Race

2 13
(.9) (6.0)

1 10
(.4) (4.4)

2 13
(2.0) (13.1)

10

0 0
(0) (0)

0 0
(0) (0)




CHILD OUTCOMES

-Spell and Read
Words

Nane Letters

Copy Marks

Letter Recoani-
tion

Yritten Math

Oral Math I
{Easy)

Oral Math 11
(bifficult)

Counting
All American

Assertive

O
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901 U
Black
(n=16

TISLE Q2.4° Breakdowns of Child Outcomes (Means and Standard Deviations)
by itead Start Center Composition

p 90% Up

White

0) {n=138)

<
-0.04

0.06

-0.20
-0.10

¢

-0.05

-0.18

0.18
-0.07
0.0

s X
0.58 -0.18

0.98 -0.07

1.09 -0.08
1.34 0.06

0.98 -0.2]

1.06 -0.04

0.90 0.0%

0.93 -0.2)
0.94 -0.18
0.99 0.15

0.

S

67 -

.01

0.99
0.86

.70

.07

.07

.09

1.03

.94

90% Up
Other

(n=26)

X

0.16 0.

0.09 1

0.15 0.
-0.081

-0.570.

0.310.

0.34 0.

0.03 0.
-0.10 1
-0.09 0.

S

84

.10

7

.68

38

65

99

76

.05

89

70-89
Black

{n=65}

_;

-0.09 0.49-0.08 0

-0.29

-0.05
-0.08

-0.11

-0.12

-0.18

-0.16
.00
-0.12

CENTER ETHNICITY

% 70-89%

White
{n=50)

s X

1.05 -0.08

1.10 -0,13
1.19 -0.14

0.84 -0.08
1.11 -0.01
1.01 -0.04

1.05 -0.00
1.05 -6.19
0.95 0.69

1

S

.65 -

.05

70-89%
Other
(n=16)

X S

0.17 0,60

0.19 0.98

.16 -0.17 0.86

A7

-0.19 1.15

.91 -0.59 0.25

12

.04

.90

0.88

1

.02

0.23 .66

0.34 0.96

-0.08 0.79

1.15 0.41
-0.130.34

Less than Less than Less than No Major
704 Black 70% White 70% Other Race

(n=25) {n=50) (n=13) {n=33)

X s X s X s X

-0.20 0.26 -0.04 0.57 -0.27 0.17 -0.23

-0.14 1.07 -0.0} 1.06 -0.92 0.84 -0.53

-0.55 1.25 0.190.88 0.34 0.89 0.14

S

0.

30

.98

0.96

-0.30 1.32 0.07 0.66 0.20 0.57 -0.09 0

-0.25 0.38 u.15 1.14 -0.26 0.35 -0.37

-0.30 1.22 0.04 1.04 -0.76 1.4) -0.36

-0.40 1.00 -0.32 0.91 -0.66 0.84 0.01

-0.37 1.30 0.230.64 -0.31 2.09 0.N
0.01 0.82 -0.58 0.96 0.06 0.88 0.00
0.340.82 0.141.29 -0.34 0.91 0.14

1

N

.42

.3

.94

.10
.12
.06




TABLE Q2.5. Breakdowns of Schaefer Hostility/Tolerance and Bellar
Aggression Rating Scales by Type of Match of Preschool
Elementary School Ethnicity

TYPE OF MATCH Host111t{/Tolerance Aggrei§ion
n X S n X 3

Black Child
Segregated to less than Segregated 27 9.26 4.3% 30 10.27 6.45
or Minority Status

Black Child 4 9.50 3.42 4 7.75 4.79
Integrated to Minority Status

White Child 7 9.14 2.73 8 9.12 5.89
Minority to Majority Status

White Child 3 10.67 2.08 4 6.00 1.63
Majority to Minority Status

Black or White Child 17 8.53 3.16 16 6.94 3.42
Changed to an Integrated Sett1no

Black Child 100 8.69 4.97 99 8.05 6.00
Matched Environment

White Child 118 9.52 4.57 118 9.20 6.16
Matched Environment
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TABLE 02.6. Jreakdowns ot Measures of Parental Expectations for their Childien
by Head Start Center Ethnic Composition b
CENTER FTHNECITY

90% Up 90% Up 90% Up 70-89% 70-89% 70-89% Less than Less than Less than No Major
Black _Hhite Other Black ‘Hhite Other  70% Black 70% White J0% Othar Race

X X X x X X X X X X s

X s X S X s X s X s X s X s X s X s X -

Parenta) Expectations

How well will kid do 2.97 0.72 2.73 0.76 3.00 0.59 2.79 6.78 2.84 0.75 3.00 0.84 2.91 0.97 2.73 .63 2.70 0.48 3.15 0.83
in school?

Mow far will kid do 2.87 0.98 2.70 0.82 2.89 0.96 2.57 0.84 2.67 0.82 2.88 0.93 2.55 0.89 2.5 0.86 2.00 0.00 2.79 0.82
in school?

Kid's ability com- 2.21 9.43 2.21 0.55 2.22 0.43 2.24 0.57 2.36 0.49 2.50 0.51 2.23 0.61 2.6 ¢.53 2.10 0.32 2.44 0.56
pared Lo others?

Qo
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TABLF Q2.7. frequencies of tocus of Control as Percelved by Parents of Head Start Children
Illustated by Center Ethnic Compasition

CONTER FTHNICITY

90% Up 90% Up 0% Up 70-89% 70-89% 70-89% Less than Less than Less than HNo Major
Locus of Control _Black  White Other Black |Hhite Other 70% Black 70% White 70% Other _Race 10TAL

Related to Life in

General
Internal n 93 9 37 38 1 13 34 5 23 339
External 45 21 8 20 4 6 7 9 3 5 128

Related to School

Intesnal 92 106 14 48 37 17 17 37 5 23 396
External 28 2 3 6 3 | q 1 3 1 52
Q i
o X

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Parental
Attitudes

School Negativism

v

Value of Education

Education as Upward

Mob 1?*

\ .
Socie™\Draditionalism 0.22 1.06 -0.10 0.96 -0.000.97 -0.07 1.04 -0.24 0.81 -0.31 1.03 -0.32 1.28 0.08 0.99 -1.420.38 -0.01 0.8%

for Children

Positive Perception
of Teachers

.
o

O

ERIC

Aruiitex: providea by enic ik

90% Up 901 Up  90% Up  70-89% 70-891 70-89%  Less than Less than  Less than No Hajor
Biack white Other Black White Other 707 Black 70% White 70% Other Race
_{n=88) (n=69) _(n=13)  {n=41) (n=22)  (n=14) (n=17)  (n=34) _ (n=3)  _(n=14)

X s X s X s x s x s X s X s X s X 5 x s

TABLE Q2.8. Breakdowns of Measures of Parental) Altitudes Toward School
(Means and Standard Deviations) by Head Start Center Composition

CENTER ETHNICITY

6.58 1.29 -0.39 0.50 0.34 1.46 0.14 1.02 -€.30 1.05 -0.10 0.60 -0.05 0.80 -0.27 0.69 0.56 0.70 0.11 1.27
0.30 0.92 -0.31 1.03-0.210.58 0.40 0.8} -0.16 1.14 -0.30 0.70 0.1 0.8} -0.20 0.95 0.12 0.73-0.240.89
0.22 0.82 -9.11 1.05 0.37 0.79 0.51 0.78 -0.43 0.91 -0.05 1.14 0.33 0.97 0.33 0.85 0.68 6.58 0121.19

-0.08 1.12 0.22 0.70 0.041.13 -0.18 1.15 0.26 0.73 -0.13 0.97 -0.00 1.22 0.20 0.76 0.560.16 -0.07 098

’ a’’
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Questjon J: Ethnic Composjtion of Staff Particapatang in
Head Start

The original analysis of the distraibution of staff eth-
nicity wvithin staff positions indicated an almost egual
representation of Black and W®hate staff (47.3% and 44.4%
respectively), ana the ethnic compositions were cgenerally
equal at all staff levels. However, the degree to waich
there is ethnic representativeness across statf levels
Hit#in centers was not addressed. It is therefore the task
of this secondary evaluation to examine the data relevant 1o
thggissue of ethnic representation within centers at all
levels of staffing.

To what extent are staff with differeit ethnic back-
grounds represented at the statf level withan 1indiva-
dual centers?

SR——

Although there are relatively egqual percentages of bBiacks
and Whites found at all levels ot center stafiing in the
total group of centers, when staff ethnicities of indiviadual
centers are examined, threec-fourths of these centers tend to

be composed of 80 to 100 percent of a single ethnic group.

Por those centers which have a racial/etkhnic mix at
the staff level, are there systematic patterns of eth-
nic staffing or do different ethnic staff tend to be
distributed across all levels (e.g., Supervisor,
teacher, aide)?

The composition of staff within indiviadual centers tends
to be of a single =thnic group across all staff levels. In
tenters where some racial/ethnic aix of staff does occur,
there is no systematic pattern of ethnic staffing. Thece
are occasional instances of White teachers workimny witn
Black aides, or Black teachers working with White aides.

Q-
(S AV
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Are there systematic patterns of ethnic staffing

across types of sponsorship?

Centers under the auspice of local Community Action Agen-
cies (CAA®'s) utilize staffs with a great varaation 21n
racial/ethnic mix, while public school operated centers tend
to utilize HWhite staffs and the remaining centers tend to

employ Black staffs.

Does the staff composition generally match the ethnic
composition of the Head Start children for individual
centers? Do those centers without a match tend to be
located in any particular regiom or in any community

type?

There is a strong consistent match between the ethnic
composition of staff and children in individual centers in
this sample. ¥Where non matches do occur, the typical situa-
tion is of «n ethnically integrated staff serving eather an
all Black or all White groap of children. A few 1nstances
of non match between staff and children showed an all White
staff serving a mixed group of children. These few non
matches are not systematically found 2ir any particular

region or community type.

Technical Discussion

Initial analyses examined the racial/ethnic rix of the
ethnic staff within a particular center. Approximately two
thirds of the Head Start centers had staff ethnicity data.
A composite staff ethnicaty variable was created by calcu-
lating the proportion of Black, White and Other ethnic stafif
pembers across all levels of staffing, and classifying the

ceuter into one of ftour categories: (1) predominantiy black




(70% of more Black staff) (2) preaominantly White (70% or
prore White staff}, (3) predominantly Other (70% ovr nore
Hispanic, Native American, Asian staff), and (4) no predomi-
nant race (less than 70% of any particular race). 1t should
be noted that this staff ethnicaity variable was not calcu-
lated on full <{ime equivalent staffing but on the basis of
information provided by the project director with respect to
ethnicity of all the staff members. Table Q3.1 shows the
pumber of centers classified in each category.

It appears that while the nuaber of Blacks and Whites
found at all levels of center staffing cosbined 1is alkost
equal for the entire sample, when individual center statf
ethnicity is examined, dquite another picture emerges. ot
the 67 centers having staff ethnicity data, alpost three-
fourths of these centers had staffs composed primariliy ot a
single ethnic group. Thirteen of these centers were 90 per-
cent or more White and nine centers had 90 percent Or more

Black staff members.

Table Q3.2 displays the distrabution of staff ethnicaty
vithin staff positions. The ethnic composition at each
staff level for individual centers was classified 21nto tne
same four categories as those of the composite statf ethuic-
ity variable. The number of centers having & predomihant
ethnic group at any one staff position vas considerably
greater than the numbers of centers having racially balanced
staffing at & particular position. Only 43 centers prcvided
ethnic intormation on their supervisocry staff with almost
one-half (48.8%) having predominantly Blacx supervising
staffs. Fifteen centers employed predominantiy White super-
visory staffs while seven centers vere supervised by staff
with some ethnic balance. Generally this trend continues at
all staff levels. The proportion of centers having predomi-
nantly Black or White teaching staff is relatively equal
(37.3% and 34.3% respectively), while the proportion of cen-
ters utilizing predominately Black aides 1s slaghtly hagher
than those using predominantly white aides (44.8% ana 34.3%

¢

v

- 81 -

T e et —
e

H




respectively). The proportions of centers having no p-.edom-
inant race at each of the three staff levels, supervisor,
teacher, and aide remain relatively 1low (16 .3%, 22.4% and
16.4% respectively) compared to the proportion of centers
employing staff generally composed of one racial group.
These percentages, however, do not examine totally the
degree to which there is ethnic representativeness across
staff levels within cepters.

In order to examine the ethnic staffing patterns cf a
particular center, the ethnicity of staff at all three lev-
els must be examined concurrently. Table Q3.3 displays the
ethnic corpositicn of the total staff by the ethnic catego-
ries for each staff level. As one might expect, those cen-
tershvith a %9-p051te staff of one predominant ethnic group
have a large proportion of members of that ethnic group at
each level of staffing. Those centers with 70 percent or
sore of Black staff meabers will tend to have Black supervi-
sors, Black teachers, Black aides, while those centers with
predominantly White staffs will tend to have White staff at
each staffing level. However, there were 728 centers 1n
vhose composite staff no ethnic group was dominant. Half of
these mixed centers were composed of ethnically mixed staff
vithin each of the staff levels (1.e., Supervisory, teach—
ing, aide) and half (9) were composed of staff which were
homogeneous within level but =sixed across levels. Thus,
only 9 centers in this sample were ethnica.ly mixed at the

level of professional status.

Overall, it appears that the ethnic composition o©of the
staff within individual. centers tends to be horogeneous and
that this ethnic configuration i1s apparent at all staft lev-
els. 1f the staff is pirimarily Black then the supervisors,
teachers, and aides will teng *0 Dbe Blacke. The same phe—
nomena occurs in centers with predorinantly White stafis.
In centers where some racial/ethnic mix does occur, there
are some instances vhere White teachers are working witn
Black aides, or Black teachers are working with White aides.

a .
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However, “because of the relatively small number of centers
in this category’ it 1s not possible to aiscern any pattern
to these figures.

Table Q3.4 displays the ethnic/racial mix of center statf
members within each region. Those centers which hed a pre-

‘dominantly White staff were located almost exclusively in

the Northeast and the West. Centers staifed pramaraly by
Blacks were founrd in all regions but with a -large proportion
found in the Southeast. Two of the three centers primar:ily
staffed by Hispanics, Native Americans, or Asian weqé
located in the Southwest vith the third center found 1n theé,
Mortheast. Centers having sosme etﬁ;ic/racial staff compos;-\
tion balance are scattered in all regions but are located
predoasinantly in the Northeast. It 1s clear that regaonat
vyariation in the mnix of staff members within centers 1is a
property of this sample of centers. Therefore, the poten-
tial tor confounding this staff mix with regional factors is
present here as it has been with the other sample character-
istics which have been distributed by regaon.

with respect to type of agency operating tke Center,
there appears to be some systematac varaation 1n statff
racial/etbnic mix. The racial/ethnic mix of 67 centers dis-
tributed by center auspices i1s Ppresented :n Table 0Q3.5.
Centers under the auspiqe of local Community Action 2gen<ies
have great variation in the mix of their staff. Fredowi-
nantly Black or White staffs are found in 27.7 and 41.7 per-
cent of the CAA centers, respectively, while racially
balanced staffs are employed in 25 percent of these centers.
Centers operated by public scuools generally have statfs
that are either predominpantly White or balanced. Nonprotat
centers are either predominantly Black or balanced. The
cdllege sponsored centers in the present sample have all
Black staff. These findings need to be put into context 1n
order to be fully understood. The ethnic mix of the statt
in the centers of this sample vary by region and by the aus-
pices under which they operate. However, in more than three




gquarters of the centers, the ethnic mix of the staff closely

matches the ethnic pcpulation of the children regardless ot
where the center is located and in mOst cases, regardless ot
the auspices of the center (Table 03.6) .

Thus, the finding that children and staff within aindiva-
dual centers tend strongly to kave the same ethnic backx-
grounds, cannot be accounted for by either regional factors
or the auspices of the center. Inde=d, thé’flndings pre-
sented in Table Q3.6 underestimate the extent te vaich there
is a ethnic match between staff and children. 0f the 13
centers in this Table in which a match is reported not to be
found, 11 centers are actually composed of one mixed group
(either children ct staff) and one partially mixed group.

" Conglusjons

There seems little doubt that most Head Start children
are attending centers'in which almost all of the other chil-
dren and almost all of the stsllff are from the same etnnic
backgrounde. The most likely explanation of thas situatloan
is that Head Start centers reflect the character of the
neigﬁborhoods which they serve. Head Start has not been any
more successful than any other agency in federal, state, or
local government, to create mixed environments, and 1t has
been (if the present figures accurately reflect the 1true
state of Head Start centers) somevhat less successtul than
sore other agencies. This is probably because Head Start
has made such an effort to reflect 1local community desires
rather than impose standards of ethnic aix. 1t is unfortu-
nate that there is so little of a mix for children at thas
age for at least the reason that it is impuvrtant to deter-
mine if the problems of =mixing children in public schools
could be eased by starting the mix 1in preschool. However,
there are not enough data in the present study to cone to
grips with this problem. We conclude that Head start cen-
ters, regardless of region or auspices, retlect the ethnic
composition of the neighborhoods they serve 1in terms of thue
children and starf who participate.
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TABLE Q3.1

STAFF ETHNICITY

Staff Ethnicity N Percent
- Predominantly Black (70% or more) 26 38.8%
€
Predominantly White (70% or more) 20 29.8%
Predoninantly Other (70% or more 3 4.5%
No Predominant Race (less than 70%) 18 26.3%
Total Number of<§enters 67 100.0%
} ‘ T~
X TABLE Q3.2
ETHNICITY BY STAFF LEVELS
STAFF LEYEL
ETHNICITY SUPERVISORS TEACHERS AIDES
Predominantly Black (/0% or more) 48.8% (21) 37.3% (25) 44 .8% (30)
Predominantly White (70% or more) 34.9% (15) 34.3% (23) 34.3% (23) s
Predominantly Other {70% or mcre) 0.0% (0) 6.0% (4) 4.5% (3)
No Predominant Race (1ess than 70%) 16.3% (7) 22.4% (15) 16.4% (11)
Total Number of Centers 43 67 67
-85 - U2




TABLE Q3.3

< STAFF ETHRICITY BY SIAFF LEVELS
Supervisor Ethnicity Teacher Ethnicity ' Aide Lthaicity
No Major Missing _ No Ma)or ! No Major

Statf Ethmcity Blark  White Race Ethnicity Black White Other Race Black White Other Race

(>708) (>/01)  (<701) (>701)  (>70%) (>70%) (<l0z) (>701) (2701) (>701) (<702)
Black (270%) 17 1 2 6 23 0 1] 3 29 1 0 1
White (270%) 0 9 } 10 1 18 ¢ 3 1 18 0. 3
. Other (270\1) 0 0 1] 3 ! 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 0
No Major Race q 5 5 5 } 4 2 n 5 4 0 9
Nuwber of Centers 21 15 7 24 25 23 4 15 30

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE Q3.4
STAFF ETHNICITY BY REGION

’ REGION

Staff Ethnicity Northeast Southeast Southwest West  Total

Predominantly 8lack (70% or mqre) 3 12 4 7 26

Predominantly White (70% or more) 10 3 0o 7 20
' APredomiﬁant]y Other (70% or more) 1 0 2 0o - 3

No Predominant Race (1ess than 70%) 9 3 3 3 18
. Tota‘] Number of Centers 23 18 9 17 §7

Lo
)
TABLE Q3.5
y ' STAFF ETHNICITY BY AUSPICES
AUSPICTS
Local Public Non- College

Staff Ethnicity - CAA School  Profit or Univ. Other Total
b Predominantly Black (70% or more) 10 1 5 4 6 26

Predoirinantly White (70% or more) 15 4 1 0 0 20

Predominantly Other (70% or more) 2 1 0 0 0 3
D No "redominant Race (less than 70%) { 4 4 0 1 18

_ Total Number of Centers 36 10 10 4 7 67
J
|
1og
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TABLE (3.6
T
MATCH OF STAFF ETHRICITY AND CHILD ETHNICETY IN H. S. CENTER
I ___Ethnic Composition of Center
Predowinantly Predominantly Predominantly No Predominant Center
Black White Other Races Ethnicity
Staff £tlmicity (70% or wore) (702 or wore) (701 or more) (Less then 70%) Missing
Predominantly Black (70¢ or wore) 18+ 0 0 0 8
Predominantly-Winte (701 or wore) ) 0 12+ 0 7 }
Predominantly Other (701 or wore) 0 0 2+ ) h]
No Predomnant Race (Less than 701) -4 1 0 A 6
Total Number of Centers 22 13 2 15 15
* judicales “close* watch of stalf ethnicily and child ethmcity n center.

O
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ETHNIC COMPOSITION

TABLE Q3

7

OF H.S. CENTER CHILDREN

ETHNICITY OF STAFF BLACK WHITE 0THER }'!\I XED MISSING TOTAL
SUPERVISORS il
8lack ~ 15% 0 .0 1 5 21
White 2 6* 0 6 1 15
M1 xed 0 0 3* 4 7
Missing 5 2 5 5 24

TEACHERS
Black 16* 0 0 1 8 25
White 0 12* 1 6 4 23
Other 0 0 1* 3 0 4
Mixed 6 1 0 5* 3 15
AIDES
Black 16* ] 0 1 12 30
White 2 12* 0 3 1 23
Other 0 2* 1 0 3
Mixed 0 0 5% 2 11
- ]
TOTAL STAFF
Black 18* 0 0 0 8 26
White 0 12* 0 7 1 20
Other 0 0 2* 1 0 3
M1 xed "4 ] 0 7* ' 6 18
TOTAL NUMBER OF 22 13 2 15 15 67 ‘
CENTERS | |

* Indicates match between ethnic composition of staff and ethnic composition of
children attending Head Start Center.
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uestjon u4: Head Start Center Auspices

~ .
o The Head Start programs sampled in the tramsation stuay

~2

were sponsored by Community Action Agencies, Nonprofit igen-

o 4

cies, Public Schools, College, Religious organizations, and
others. In this project, the relationshap of auspices with
) . center prograss, parent attitudes and behaviors, and child \

outcones are considered. s

<

Are center auspices distributed equally in all regioms
of the country? T,

No. Centers sponsored by Community Xetion Agencies Are

@ foun. in all regions and ia all comnunity ty\p\é‘s (Table
Qu.1).h Although they are generally in tPe majoraity, it 1s
in 1 e Southeastern secvion of the country where they
accou .t for a minority of centers. Public schools sponsor

o Head tarts in all regions but are found only in the mediun
and large cities irn these regions and not found at all an
spall towns or tural areés. The renainipg SpoRsSOrsS are

found in very restricted segments of the country.

Are there major differences in the family background
of the participants across different program sSponsor-

ships? . A
e P .

There are significant differences in the SOCi0-eCONOELC
status of parents ernrolling their children 1in Head Start
Centers under different auspices. Higher per capita incones
are found for parents with children in centers operated cry
CAA®s and religious or nonprofit groups, while lower per
capita incomes are found for parents with children enrollea

in centers run by colleges or universities or the publac
schools. This pattern, however, also reflects difterences
in socio—economic status associated with different reqions

of the country. Very few CAA sponsored centers are found in
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the Southeast and no religious groups from that region
emerged in the sample. conversely all of the universit}
based centers are in the Southeast whereas most of the non-
profit ageacies are located in regions with generally higher
incomes than in the S{outheast. It is lakely that the aus-
pices of the centen%in vhich a child is enrolled is deter-
mined by the regional conditions in which the chiid laves
rather than by any choice process of parents or cehters.

Are there variations in program activities in centers

under different sponsorships?

To a small extent, centers sponsored by Community Action
Agencies are equally diviaed among those which ezphasize
academic actavities, those which emphasize social actaivi-
ties, and those vhich.emphasize dramatic/expressive play.
HBowever, among centers sponsored by public schools, half
emphasize social activities and the other half have no dis-
cernible activity emphasis. There is not enough data to
reliably descraibe the activity enphases in the centers spon-
sored by other agencies;

Are there differences in staffing patterns across dit-

—

ferent types of sponsorship?

P

The racial/ethnic wix of staff in CAA operated centers
vere very diverse with comparable numbers ot these centers
having predominan*ly White staffs, predominantly Black
staffs, or staffs with some racial balance. Centers spon-
sored by public schools had either predominantly White
staffs, or racially balanced staffs. Centers under the aus-
pices of colleges or universities or unspecifiea auspices,
all of which were located in the Southeast, were staftea by
Blacks.

R
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Are there differences in statf and parent trainang

across different types of auspices? .

— S

There is very little variation among center SpONSOIShipsS
vith regard to teacher or Pparent training opportunities.
Regardless of the type of sponsorship, both teachers and
parents had opportunities to attend inservice teaching ses-
sions by supervisors or comnsultants. Teachers also had the
opportunity to attend classes at local colleges to better
their teaching skills.

Are there differences in child outcomes in prograns
under different sponsorship?

There is no discernible effect on any of the acadewic or
affective outcomes associated with the auspices of the Head
Start centers.

Are there differences in parental attiluaes towvard

schools across different types of sponsorships?

b w0 4 o e, e anrn wnen ol

Parents with children enrolled in <enters operated by
colleges or unspecitied auspices tend to have a more nega-
tive attitude toward school. This pattern probabiy reflects
some regional differences since all centers in thas group
are found in the Southeast. Generally, the attituaes oi
parents toward schools do not differ significantly across
types of sponsorship.




Are there A4differences in parent educational aspira-
tions and expectations for theair children across dif-

ferent types of sponsorship?

There is no difference in parents® perceptions of their
child®s abilaity or performance in school with respect to
different types of spomsorship. However, parents with chii-
dren enrolled in public school operated centers teud to have
somewhat lower educational aspirations for thelr children.

Do teachers® perceptiovns of Head Start children differ

under different types of sponsorship?

b e s a4

No. Although public school teachers! perceptions (sumaar-
jzed in the two scales called “All American® and "Assertive-
ness") differentiates sharply betveen children who go to
Head Start and those who attended other preschools (or no
'preschool at all), these perceptions are not at all daffer-
entiated Ly the sponsorskip under which tie Head Start chil-
dren attended preschool.

1s jarent involvement different 1n Head Starts undger

differeant sponsorships?

—

Yes. parents whose children attended exther Community
Action Agency or public school sponsored centers tend to
participate at the Head Start center or talk with thear
children®s teachers more often than parents who attendez
centers under other kinds of sponsorship.




Te ica jscussion

A number of issues have been posed relative to the spon-
sorship of Head Start center programs. The HBead Start pro-
grass saspled in the transition study were sponsorea by Com-—
munity Action Agencies (Cad), nonprofit groups, publac
schools, colleges, religious organizations and others. Sev-
eral issues will be examined comparing Head Start ceuter
progranss under different program auspices.

Table Q4.1 displays the distributions of program auspices
found in each region and communlity type. It should be
stated at the outset that breakdown of auspices by community
type do not match those Leported in the initial tramsation
study. Categories of community types used in thas analysas
were taken directly from the center questionnaire. The four
categories used are: (1) Kural or open country, (<} Samall
town (2,500-25,000), (3) Medium city (25,000-100,000) ana
(4) Large city (over 100,000) . The initial transation study
utilized three categories: (1) kRural (less than 10,00U),
(2) Small town (10,000~ 50,000) and (3) Urban (over 50,000) .
Almost two~thirds (64.6%) of the respondents to the Head
Start center survey indicated their center was under the
sponsorship of a Coamunity Rction Agency. 1he centers under
CAA auspices were found in all regions and cosmunity types.
Centers under the auspices of public schools were founu in
all regions but concentrated in mediua or large cities. Tne
majority of centers operated by nonprcfit groups were in the
¥est. College sponsored centers were located only iu sSmail
town ccamunities in the Southeast, while religious organiza-
tions operated centers in medium sized cities in the NoOr-
theast. Those centers classified in tke "other"™ category of
sponsorship vere found only in the So- “heast, pramparaly xn
smaller or medium sized citles. 1t appears that oniy two
categories of auspices, CAA and public school sponsorshlip
have reasonable distributions across the four regional clilas-

sifications.

1:;
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Center characteristics including stattang patverus and
staff and parent training were exampined vith respect to aus-
pices. It should be recalled that the rural/ethnic max of
staff in CAA operated centers was very diverse with a coz-
parable number of centers having predominantly White statis,
predosinantly Black staffs, or staffs with some racial
balance. Centers under the auspices of public schools
tended to have either predomipantly White staffs or racially
balanced staffs, while the staffs of non profit group cen-
ters vwere predominantly Black or racially balanced. Centers
under the auspices of colleges and universities or other
types of auspices, all of which were located in the South-

east, werle generally staffed by Blacks.

To provide a clearer picture ot personnel witkin each
type of sponsorship, the type of teacher and parent trainang
opportunities offered in the centers was related to center
auspices. Three categories of auspices were used 1n this
analysis: (1) public schoolg, (2) local CAA (3) all other
types of auspices. There is very little variation amoigy
center sponsorships with regard to teacher or parent trasan-
ing opportunities. Table Q4.2 indicates that regardless ct
the type of sponsorship, both teachers and parents haa the
opportunity to receive inservice training by supervisors or
consultants, or to attead lectures by specialists. Teachers
also had the opportunity to attend classes offerea by locat
colleges to Dbetter their teaching skills. 1t should tLe
noted that these results were produced from answers received
from qustionnaires submitted to center directors and reflect

only the form of the training provided and not the content.

In addition tc staffing patterns and training opportini-
ties, Pprogram activities were examined with respect to cen-
+er auspices. as reported earlier, the nost strikang fina-
ing was that all three prograa activity categories were
found with equal freguency among the CAA centers. However,
public school operated centers sbowed some slight varaiatiion
from this pattern. Half of the public school centels
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strongly emphasized social activities, while half oif tnese
centers did not emphasize this kind of a progran. Once
again, these variations seem to be determined by regional

factors rather than anything intrinsic to the centers.

Additional issues pertaining to auspices necessitated the
aggregation of parental data to center level. in order to
insure some stability on the measures only centers having at
least five valid responses to the variable in gquestion were
included in the analyses. Because of the great reduction 1in
the sarple size, the reader should be alerted to remain cau-
tious when making generalizations regarding these data.
Measures of family background, parental attitudes and expec-
tations, as well as indices of parent involement were agyre-
gated to center level to provide additional insight 1nto

differences across program sponsorship.

Table Q4.3 presents means by type of auspices tor tvo
family background measures, per capita imncome and mothers®
educatione. From this aggregation, it appears that centers
under the auspices of local cozpunity action agencies serve
parents from slightly higher socic-economric sStatuses.
Parental attitudes toward school and their perceptaions ot
their <c¢hild®s aspirations and expectat:ons -~ are found an
Tables Q4.4 and Q4.5, respectaively. It appears that there
is vety little difference in attitudes, aspirations ana
expectations wvhen they are distributed withan auspicese.
Those parents with children enrolled in Head Start centers
not operated by CAA®s or public schools tend to have a more
negative attitude toward school, but the very smzall numbel
of such centers precludes any real contidence in such a

finding.

Farent involvement at the Head Start center is consider-
ably bigher for centers run by public schools and by locul
CAA's as evidenced in Table QU.6. Parents in these two
types of centers tend to help out almost once a month while
parent participation at other centers is less than 4 times a
year. Parents with children enrolled in local CAh operated

centers tend to visit the teacher nore}?requently.
- 96 - i




copclusions

The auspices under whick a Head Start Center 1is operatea
is an issue of major significance to all levels ot policy
Rakerse. It makes a great deal of sense to try to determine
the differential characteristics ot centers under different
auspices and to attempt an estimate of the differential
effects on parents and children of these differences an
operational support. Based on the present findings, tne
auspices of the center does not appear in itself, to be an
important causal factor in any of the processes surroundany
Head Starte. It is more reasonable to consider the auspices
vhich emerge locally to be the conseguence of local conda-
tions within which a Head Start progras 1s established.
These are probably the same local conditicns which contra-
bute to parent attitudes and behaviors along with child per-
formance.  Although there are a few differences in 1tbe
events wvhich take place in centers under different auspices
and a few differences in the kinds of parents who sena thell
children to dafferent kinds ot centers, the most 1likely
explanation of these phenomena has to do with center io0cCaie
and local conditions of education and politics whach contra-
- bute to the emergence of one or another kind of delegate

agencye.

The potential policy implications of this explanation are
important enough to warrent further considerataion. 1t
should be noted that although the findings indicate that the
events which take place for children in centers do not
reflect the kind of auspices under which the center is operI-
ating, there are two reasons why this is a mnisleading
interpretatioa. The first reason is that the auspices ot
the center are confounded with region in this sanpie.
Should there truly be differences between centers operated,
for exaaple, by CAAs compared to centers operated by pubiic
schools, such difterences could not be observed in the ple-
sent study.

1 ¢

A
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For example, CAA, nonprofit, and public school delegate
agencies are found in almost every region of the country,
but in quite different proportions. The CaA agencies are
found disproportionately in the Northeast, Southwest, and
West and are underrepresented in the Southeast (which 1s the
least affluent section of the country)e. The mwnonprofit
groups are dispropoctionately found in the West and are not
found in other sections of the country to any apprecianle
degree. Public schools as delegate sgencies are found apout
equally distributed in all sections of the country except i
the Northeasc where they are not found in proportion to
their npumbers. Obviously there is some tendency for sone
agencies to be easier to establish in some regions than in
others, but each kind of agency is found in some rnumbers 1in
aleost all regiomns. The reasons for these distrabutaons
undoubtedly have to do with the local political situation
which is in bart unigue to each site and, in part a reflec-
tion of unique fpegional factors. what is important, aow-
ever, is that the activities in. the centers, the rates of
parental participation in the center, the SES of fanities
served, cut across the kinds of agencies 1n each region and
reflect local and regiondl dynamics rather than auspices,
per se. Wherever there seems to be a systematic relation-
ship betveen the auspices of the center and other center or
parent characteristics, those relationships exist because
the auspices vary across the regions. Por exampie, when
both CAA and public school agencies are located in the saue
region they have Head Start centers with very similar pro-
grams, serve the same kinds of pareats who have the cabe
kind of attitudes and incomes, and provide similar kinds ot .
training to the staff. When the region shifts the centers
of both kxinds of agencies shiit their characteristacs

accordingly.

The second reason why the findings are misleading 1s that
the sample itself 1s of suckh a nature as to preclude gener-
alization to any other groups of centers. The original sam-
ple of centers was selected to be representative of centcrs
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in the nation and, with attrition, they can be consiaerea to

be close to representative. But the kindergartens which
vere selected as representative of those serving Head Start
children are not at all representative of the popﬁlatlon.
They are simply some of the kindergartens located 3in the
same general neighborhocds as the centers and are, at best,
serving the most stable Head Start familles. The Head Start
children selected for the study were those found in these
kindergarten classrooms and vhose Head Start centers could
be identified. In almost 50 percent of the centers. fewer
than five of their graduates could be found in the publac
schools or found vwith enough data to analyze. These ceéunters
vere rejected for amalysis of child and parent data. Thus,
the centers which were included in the analysis of the
effects of auspices were reduced by eliminating a group of
centers which have had a highly mobile group of families to
serve. Purther, nany centers vere included in the anaiy51s
vhen as few as 5, 6, or 7 of their graduates could be founa.
It is known that the mean enrollment of these centers 1s
approximately 50 children (vith an average of 3 classes oOr
about 16 children per class). Thus, a nhumber ot centers
vere represented by 10 to 14 percent of their graduates.
This can be an acceptable number for a szall sample 1t that
sample was selected on some basis. Unfortunately, tnese
children were not selected on a sampling pasis. It was ear-
lier decided in this study that centers which were 1to e
represented by five children would be acceptable for tuae
analysis, but the instarility of findings based on sSuch
inclusion standards must be xept in nind.

The critical issue is the loss of centers from the analy-
sis of parent and child data from the several categories of
auspices.‘ We are particulariy interested 1in the ChA eand
public school categories. The original sample oOf centers
(130 were sanpled from the national last of centers) Was
sent questionnaires about the resources, tacilities, statt,
activities, and children. 0of these, 99 finally provaded
completed forms, ©of which 64 were CAA centers and 10 were

110
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public school cCenters. The analysis of center aata 1s
generally based on this figure. However, when the kinder-
gartens serving these centers were found and the Heaa Start
children in these kindergarteus identified and tested, ana
the inclusion criterion of 5 or more children per cehter was
applied, the number of available centers dIopped arasti-
cally. There was a loss of 60 to 70 percent of the public
school centers (from 10 to 3 or 4 centers depending upon tne
information involved) and a loss of 60 to 80 percent of the
CAA centers (from 64 to 12-21 centers depending wooh the

information involved) . Thus, the finding that pareuts whose
children vent to a public schcol sponsored Head Start had a
very slightly different perception of kindergarten teachers
than parents who sent thear canildren to CAA spousoreud Head
Starts, 4is based on 4 public school centers against 1z Cal
centers and these two groups of centers were generally found
in different regions of the country. The same Situation <
P exists for all comparisons of centers grouped by auspices
vhen the data compared are parent or children data agyre-
gated to center level. 1t should be noted that many anha-
lyses of parent and children data were accomplished 1n thas
Py study at the individual level which then invelved hundreds
of cases. However, this kind of analysis coula not loga-
cally support examination of center properties.

We conclude that +the finding ¢€ no real eftects of aus-

o pices or differences in auspices or centers ot Head Start 1is
only relevant to the group of centers included in this study
and cannot be generaliéed to the policy level. It would not

be appropriate to draw any policy implications from these
findings. It is appropriate, however, to reiterate the very
powerful finding that regional variables carry most Oif the
important sources of variability in tne con’iast of Heaa
Start children to Qther children. Local site ahd regionad
factors contain most of the reasons why the present findinys

- have been generated and until more is known about these
local factors, it is not likely thatl there will pe any mean-

ingful advances in knowledge of the extert tu w.ich ana how
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Head Start has an influence in the

their fanrilies.
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TABLE Q4.1
AUSPICES BY REGION AND BY COMMUNITY TYPE
REGION COMMUNITY TYPE
Small  Medium Large
Total Northeast Southeast Southwest Hest Rural Town City City

Auspices N 2 N % N r N ¥ N % N %2 N %2 N t N %
Local CAA 64 64.6 28 Bu.0 6 27.3 10 83.3 20 66.7 15 23.4 ¢4 37.5'16 25.0 5 7.8
Non Profit 1 1.1 3 86 1 4% 0 00 7 233 0 0.0 2 18.2 5 45.5 4 36.4
Public School 10 10.1 2 5.7 3 13.6 2 16.7 3 10.0 0O 0.0 1 10.6 5 50.0 4 40.0
Non-specified 8 8.1 0 0.0 8 3.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 62.5 3 37.5 0 0.0
College 4 40 0O 0.0 4 182 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 4100.0 0 9.0 0 0.0
Religious Org. 2 2.0 2 5.7 0O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 219.0 0 0.0
Totals 99 35 22 12 30 15 36 31 13
NOTE: 4 local CAA missing Community Type.
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TABLE Q4.2
e AUSPICES BY TEACHER AND PARENT TRAINING .
A TEACHER TRAINING! PARENT_TRAINING?
Inservice Inservice Unfv. Univ. Lectures Classes |Inservice Inservice Unfv. Univ. Lectwes Classes
Auspices _  _Supervisor Consultant R Weeks 1 Weeh Spectalists At School supervisor Consultant 8 Wecks 1 Weck Specialists At School
Local CAA 63 60 10 14 55 49 53 48 4 5 50 10
Public Schoo) 10 9 1 2 o 10 8 8 0 0 7 3
Other Auspices___24 .2 o 8 19 19 f_ 20 9 _ 0, A I Y S
9/ 90 12 24 80 18 ]| 1% 4 9 74 20

Yoased on n = 98 Local CAA (64) Public Schoul (16) Other (24)

Zyased on n = 91 Local CAA (60) “ublic School (9)

-~

oo

Other (22)
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: TABLE Q4.3
o FAMILY BACKGROUND BY AUSPICES
PER CAPITA INdOME MOTHER'S EDUCATION
Mean N Mean N
Public Schools $1,259 (4) 10.09 (4)
L
Local CAA $1,506 (21) 11.23 (29)
Other Auspices $1,356 (6) 10.69 (7)
Total $1,445 (31) 11.02 (40)
®
L _
. TABLE Q4.4
e PARENTAL ATTITUDES BY AUSPICES
. Educeation Social Positive
School value of =~ As Upward  Traditionalism Perception
Negativism Education Mobility For Cnildren 0f Teacher
@ Mezn N . Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean _N
oublic Schools  -0.02 % (3) -0.13 (3) 0.30 (3) -0.03  (3)  0.27 (3)
Local CAA 0.03 (12) -0.02 (12) 0.03 (12) :0.08 (12) 0.09 (12)
e Other Auspices 0.44 (2) 0.18 (2) 0.28 .(2) 0.29 _(2) 0.13 _(2)
0.07 (17) -0.01 (17) 0.1 (17) -0.03  (17) ) 0.13 (17)
L




Public Schools
Local CAA
Other Auspices

Total

e

ﬁublic Schools
+Local CAA
Qther Auspices

rotal

_—

TABLE 04.5

'PARENTAL EXPECTATIONS BY AUSPICES

\
Ability' performancet  Aspiration”

Mean N Mean N Mean N

2.18 _ (4) 2.84  (4) 2.29  (4)
2.26  (28) “2.81  (29) 2.73  (26)

2.17 ge)i 3.03  (6)  2.87 _(6)
206 (38) 2.85 (39) 270 (36)

]Ability (1) Below Ave. (2) Average (3) Above Ave.

2Performance (1) Poor (2) Average (3) Good (4) Excellent

. .
3pspiration (1) Finish 8th grade (2) H. S. Diploma

(4) 4 yr. College

(3) 2 yr. College

TABLE Q4.6

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT BY AUSPICES

Help At Talk With Involvement
Head Start Teacher With Parents?
Hean N Mean N Mean N

252 (4) 1.52  (8) 2.16  (4)
2.75 (29) 2.26 (3¢) 2.24 (27)
1.97  (8) 176 (1 2.38 _(6) ~
2.59 (39) 2.09 {47) 2.25 (37)

Less than 4 times a year (2) & times a year

Halp at H.S.
(4) twice a month (5) once a week

i)
(3) once a month

2Invo]vement with parents (1) 4 t s or less (2) once every 1 or 2
nonths (QQ twice a month (4) once a week

1
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Question 5: Parent Involvement ain Head Start

One of the major components of all Head Start programs 1s
parent involvement. This project focused on four zmeasures
of parent irvolvement: (}) parent involvement at the Head
Start Center, (2) parent involvement with the chiid®s
teacher, (3) parent involvement with other parents, and (4)
parent involvement with the child in the home. These mea-
sures have been exarined in relation to several characteris-
tics of Head Start families and Head Start Centers.

Do the patterns of parent involvement vary according

«

to farily background?

Bthnicity and socio-ecohomlc status are related to cerl-
tain indices of parént involverent. White parents tend to
' participate in Head Start "activities and talk with tnear
‘;bild's teacher/more often than Black parents. kBlack fpar-
ents, especially those of first graders in the Southeast,
tend ﬁto help their children waith school work more 1re-~
quenctly. Parenis "with higher socio-economic status, as
evidenced by per capita income and mother's education, tend
to help at tne Head Start Center and talk wath thear chilad‘s
teacher more often than those of lower sociojeconomlc sta-
tus. Pamily configuration, including the size of the famidiy
and the number of adults in the home, as well as the ewmploy-
pent status of parents fail to show a relationshaip with any
of the indices of parent involvement.

What is the relationshap between the type and fre-
guency of parent involvement in Head Start and par-
ent's attitude toward school?

Parents with a nhegative school attitude who believe they
could do little to improve the school tend to be less
involved in Heau Start. However, children of parents with a

120
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negative school attitude tend to ask for nmore help from
parents in the hoxe.

Do the patterns of parent involvement vary accordang

to region or comuunity type?

by e e v o s e o)

Parents in the Southeast tend to be less involved in Head
Start activities and interact less Wwith their child's
teacher than those in other regions. A higher percentage ot
parents living in the West help out at the Heaa Start Center
at leaét once a week than elsevhere. However, the numper of
times parents vere asked by their children to help with
school work at home was considerably higher <for parents in
the Southeast.

¥ith respect to community type, there 1is little variataon

in rates of parent involvesment for any of the indices.

Does the type and frequency ot parent involvement vary

under ditferent program sponsorship?

I

pParents of children who attended Head Start Centers Oper-
ated by public school or local Community Action Ayencies
participated more in Head Start activities, talked more rre-
quently with the child*s teacher, and were asked for help on
homework less freguently than parents of children who

attended Head Start Centers operated under other auspices.

Does the type and/or frequency of parent involvenent

in Head Start and in public school differ according to

JRERI—p——

the center?®s racial/ethnic mix?

3

parents of children enrolled in Head Start Centels with a
predominantly White enrollment tend to help at the iHeaad
Start Centers Rore frequently, communicate with thelr

)y 4
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child*s teacher wmore often, and are asked to help thear

children with schocl work less frequently than parents of
children who attended predominantly Black Head Start Centers
or centers with a racial/ ethnic max.

o

Is the type and/or duration of parent involvement
related to child outcome measures? 1f so, hew and tor

wvhich outcomes?

o e e Seaead

There is no systematic relationship between type and/or
duration of parent involvement and child outcome ncasures.

Is the type and/or duration of parent ainvolvement
related to the learning environment and learning
materials tound in the Head Start children's homes?
if so, does the Trelationship change with ditierent

family backgrounds?

|
|
!

There is a strong positive relationship between che num-
ber of educational materials and books found 1n the home end
the parent®s involveaent in Head Start activities dnd with
the childt®s teacher. These relationships hold true regard-
less of the family's ethnic background or its socio-eConouic

status.

Are the home learning materials celated to the chiid
outcone measures? Does this vary with family pack-

ground?

S

There is a relatively strong positive relationshi}p bpet-
veen the number of educational materials founa in the hooe
and several child outcome measures. Althougp the strenyth
of these relationships varies with respect to region, the
relationship between educational materials in the home and
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tyo outcomes, Copy marks ana oral math, rerain positavely
related across all regions. These relationships remain Sig-

nificant vhen socio-ccononic status is held constant.

Technjcal Djiscussjor

In an attempt to determine factors asscciated with varia-
tion in trate of parent involvement, four indices of involve-
ment of Head Start parents (How frequently parents helped at
the Head Start centar; How frequently parents iuteracted
with other parents of Head Start children; The number of
times a parent talked with the child®s teacher; and lhe num-
ber of times the child asked the parents Ifor help with
school work) were exakrined relative to a number ot varaz-
bles. These variables included Ifamily backgroumna charactec~
istics f(ethnicity, tamily size, number of adults, employment
status of parents), socic—-econoric status (per capita
income, Rmother's education), parental attitudes (attituges
toward school, locus of control, child's expectations), home
environsent (learning materials), demographic varianles
(region, caty size), and center characteraistics {auspaces,
center ethnicaty, center activitiesj. An indepth look at
the relationship of these variables with respect to 1the

rates of parent invclvement follovs.

A fundamental question that needs to be addressed con-
cerns the variability of parent involvement according. to
family background characteristics. When the ethnicaty ot
the parents wvas exazined {Tables 05.1 to ¢5.4), 1t was found
that White parents tend 3o participate in Head Start activa-
ties more often than Elack parents. Non-participation rates
of Blacks and Whites were 38.8 percent and z7.5 percent res-
pectively, while 2b.71 percent of the %Whites were 1nvoiuved at
the center at least once a week compared to only 15.3 per-
cent for Black parents. There was little difference an pal-
ent involveament with other parents with respect to ethnicaty
of the parent. The percentage of Black parents who did not
talk with their child®s teacher (¢5.7%) vwas comnsiderbly

1()'—.
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higher than that found for White pareats (9.5%) . With res-

pect to the number of times a child asked for kbelp om school
vOrk, the percentage of Blacks seeking help every day
(57.7%) was more than twice as high as the percentage oL
Whites seeking help every day (27.2%). It appears that eth-
nicity is definitely associated with rates of parental
involveaeﬂt.

Pamily configuration, combining family size and the aum-
ber of adults in the honme, was examined as a second famiiy
background factor which potentially could relate to the rate
of parent involverment. It was expected that these family
structure variables would otfer some viable explanation ot
enhanced or restracted ability of parents to become involved
in Head Start activities. 1t was anticipated that parents
vith a number of small children ara no other adults in the
family structure would fina it awkward to leave a family
and, hence, would tend to have lower rates of involvement in
various kinds of activaties than those parents tor whon
attendance at meetings would fresent littie stress on ramily
or personal Tresources. However, this vas not the Case.
These family variables were not strongly related to any of
the four indices of parent involvement used in this study.

A final family background variable examanea 1n relation
to parent involvepent was the employment status of the par-
ents. 1t was surmised that families with parents who WOrIK
pight either have jobs that conflict with lead Start activa-
ties or be too tired to attend such functions after work.
Again, thas phenoaena did not occur. There was little dit-—
ference in rates of parent involvement for auny of the 1ina-
ices with respect to employaent status ot the pareats. In
fact, if anything, the reverse trend held, with families
with both parents working helping out at the center a iittle
nore frequently than those tamilies with nO parents wWOrKing.
Thus, although intuitively it seeams logical that certain
family background variables shoula be related to rates ot
parent 1nvolvement, the data do not support this prealse.

12y
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Tvo measures of socio-economic status, nasely per capita

income and mother®s education, were examined as possible
factors associated with parent involvement (Table ¢5.5).
Unlike the family background variables, these two 1ndicators
of socio-economic status seer to have some relationship to
certain indices of parent involverment. Three Rmeasures ot
parent involvezent were positively related to per capita
incoae. The correlations between per capita income and the
frequency parents helped out at the Bead Start center, et
with other Head Start parents, and talked wath thear child®s
teacher were significant (r= 0.10, 0.07, and 0.%3, respec-
tively) .

Witn recard to mother's education, two measures of parent
involverent had significant correlatioas. The freguency ot
parental help at the Head Start center and the number of
times parents talkea with their child's teacher were posi-
tively related to Rother's education {(r=0.12 and 0.15, res-
pectively). Those with less than a hagh school dipioma
tended to help out at the Head Start center less trequently
than those with a high school diploma or above. fhe hiyher
the mother's education the greater the number of talks with
the teacher. Bowever, there was little difference 1n the
rates of parent involvement of the remaining two 1inaices ot

parent involvement with respect to sother's cducation.

Certainly a primary factor that must be examined 1n resa-
tionship to parent involvement is the parents® attlitudes
toward school. The transition study assessed pareats' cur-
rent attitudes about schools and eduwcation witn a set ot
factors from the BHess Educational Attitudes Scale (Table
05.6) -

One ot the Hess Attitude tactors, Factor 1 - Schocl negue-
tivism, demonstrated significant association with the set of
parent involvement indices. The item loadings on this tac-
tor suggest a Bmeasure of povwerlessness and alienation waith
respect to the schools. it cuvmes as DO sSurprise then, to
£ind a significant negative relationship between this factor
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and three parent involvement smeasures. Correlations between
Factor 1 and how often the parents helped at the Heaa Start
Center, how often thé parents in}eracted with other parents,
and how often the parents talked with the teacher were sig-
nificant (r= =-0.16, =-0.10 and -0.20, respectavely) . in
other vords, those parents who felt they could do very Ziit-
tle to improve the school tended to be less 1nvolved, while
those parents who Lelieved their efforts would be supported
by the teachers and principals were involved to a mucCh
greater extent. However, children of parents with a nega-
tive school attatude generally asked for more help from par-
ents in the home. 1t appears that parents who feel alien-
ated and powerless when it coneé to school activities faud

some consolation in helping their children at home.

in a similar vein, two measures of locus of controi wele
examined in relation to parent involivesment. The first rea-
sure constituted a general locus of control scale. The omnuiy
parent involvement measure that was associated with the gen-
eral measure of locus of control was the number of times a
child asked the parent for help. Over hait of those parents
with an external locus of control found thear child asking
for help daily while forty percent o1 the parents with ab
internal locus of control had chilaren asking for heip with
school work every dajy. A second measure 01 locus ot control
(three itess composed of the Hess Educational Attitudes
Scale) examined the parent's perceptions of locus of control
with respect to the school. Because these three 1tens
loaded heavily in Factor I of the principal component analy-
sis, the relationships between this variaple and the pareat
involvement indices reflect significant relatioaships simi-
lar to those found for Factor I. Parents with a more exter-
nal locus of control with —respect to school activities tena
to be less involved at school and somewhat more involvea at

home.

1n addition to parental attitundes, Pparental expectations
vere examined in relation to parent involvement (Table 05.7)
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The transition study examined the parents' perceptious Ot

their child*s ability and performance compared to other
children, as well as the parents® perceived educatiounal
aspirations for thear children. Parent involvement 1in thne
‘Head Start center ¥Was positively rela.ed to the parent's
perceptions of their <child®s ability and pertormance
(r=0.0656 and r=0.0594, p<.05). Parents percelving their
child's ability and performance as belov the other children
tend to be less involved at the Head Start center. ¥or
those parents perceiving their child's ability as below the
other children, on an average with the other children, &nd
above the average child, the non-participation rate at Head
Start Centers were 44.8%, 36.8%, and 25.4%, respectaively.
However, when those parents with low perceptions oif thear
child®s ability did participate a majority of them partici-
pated once a veeke. With respect to parent involvement wWith
other paremts, a significant positive correlation resulted
with the parent's perception of their child*s performance an
school. When the asumber of times a parent talked with tne
teacher was considered, all three measures of parental
expectations were posiatively related to this index ot parent
involvement. The higher the parent's perceptions and expec-—
tations of their child the more they talked with the cnild's
teacher. Finally, with Trespect to the nuaper of times a
child asked the parent for help on school work, as expected,
the children with lower abilaty generally asked tfor help
every day while those with higher abilities did not ask for
help as trequently.

AS a measure of home environment, the nurber of eauca-
tional materials and books tound in the home was examined in
relation to the four parent involvement indices. Generally,
a strong positive relationshap exists between the number ot
education materials found a1n the home and the parents
involvement in Head Start actavities (Table Q5.8). Thas
positive relationship holds true when controlling tor tamily
background measures such as per capita income and mother's
education. Apparently, those parents actively participatang
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in Bead Start tunctions are also providing educational
raterials at home in an attempt to foster zn environment in
vhich their children can develop to their fullest potential.

In addition to specific parental characteristics, paren—
tal attitudes and home environment measures, the proportion
of parent involvenent in the four iﬁdlces weré broken down
by region and community type. 1n Tabies (5.9 to 05.7« there
appears to be some variation by region. Parents in the
Southeast tend to have a higher percentage of non-partaca-
pants at Head Start activities, while parents in the West
have a higher percentage of parents helping out at the Head
Start Center at least once a weekx. A siamilar trend 1s touna
vith parent invceenent with other parents. ¥With respect to
the number of times a parent talks with the teacher, parelis
in the Southeast are much less involved. The percentage ot
parents who did not talk to the teacher 1n the Southeast was
30.3 percent compared to 18.0 percent in the Soutawest, U
percent in the Northeast and 8.4 percent in the hest. While
it appears that many of the parents in the Southeast are not
involved in activities held at school, the number ol times
these parents are asked to help their children on school
vork at home is considerably higher (60% to approxinmatedy
35% for the rest of the regions). One tactor that maght
explaih this phenomena is the greater number of children
entering directly into first grade in the Southeast as
opposed to entering into klndergartén. It is quite plausai-
ble that first graders may have more outside assiguments to
do at home than do kindergarteners. Similarliy, rirst ygrade
teachers may schedule only one or two meetings with psilents
while kindergarten teachers may make a conserted etftort to
meet with parents more frequently. However, this graae dit-
ferential does not explain the Vvariation across regions
helping out at the Head Start Centeyr and 1interacting with
other parents. Apparently there is some regiona: atfect

influencing parent partacipataon.
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With respect to coamunity type, that is, the size ot com=~
munity served by the Head Start Center, there was very lit-
tle variationin rates of involvement for any oif the paren—
tal involvement indices. A larger percentage of parents
froe medium or large cities did not become involvea with
other parents ot Head Start children. However, genelally
copmunity type had latile eftect on the involvement rates Cr
parents.

Certain center characteristics (auspicés, ethnicity of
the students enroiled, and center activities) Vvere examined
%n relationship to rates of parent involvement.: Parent
{nvolvement indices as they relate to ceuter auspices ale
found in Tables ¢5.13 to Q5.70. Farents with children
enrolled in centers operated by someone other thanu punlaic
schools or local community action agencies (CAMD) tend to L€
less involved in Head Start activities. Only about one-
fourtn of the parents with children attending these two
types of centers did not help at the center while over torty
percent of the parents %ith children enrolled i1n centers
under other auspices failed to participate. A sligntly
higher percentage ot parents from public school centers par-
ticipated in Head Start actavities at least once a week con-
pared to those from local Caa operated centers. kelatxvely,
little difference existed between centers under differeat
auspices relative to opportunities for parents to 1interact
vith parents of other Head ftart children. When the nunper
of times a parent talked Wwith the teacher was considered,
parents with children in centers run by organizations other
than public school systeks or local CiAs had considerably
less contact with the teacher. Almost sixty per~ent ot
those parents talked with thre teacher at mcsSt one tilie COR-
pared to 43.6 percent for public school centers and 35.Y
percent for local CAA centers. Almost two-thirds (64.3%) of
the parents with children in those other centers indicated
their children asked them for help every day compared to
34.1 percent and 28.1 percent for parents with cnitaren an
local CAA or public school operated prograss respectavely.
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Center ethnicity vas also examined in relationsnip to
rat<s of parent invoivement (Tables 05.17 to 05.20). % hen
ce.ters with predominantly wWhite or Black enrollaments (70%
or more of the particular race) and centers with some raciai
"balance were compared with respect to parent 21nvolvement
andices, there appeared to be some slight differences. The
percentage of parents of children attending predouinantly
Black centers that did not help at the centers was consiaer-
ably higher than similal rates of non-involvement tor par-
ents of other ethnic breakdowns (38.3% for predominantly
Black centers, 25.9% for predominantly %hite centers, and
29.8% for other centers). In  addition parents oif children
enrolled in predominantly White centers tended to heip at
Head Start Centers more frequently than did parents with
childrén in other centers. hlmost half (48.2%) of the par-
ents from predominantly White centers helped at least twice
a month compared to 34.6 percent and 28.b percent ot the
parents from racially balanced or predominantly DblaCk cen-

ters, respectively.

In addition, the percentage of parents itrom predominantly
White centers who did not comepunicate with their «child's
teacher was considerably lower than the comparabie groups
from predominantly Biack centers and racially balanced ceu-
ters (5.5% cozpared to 26.9% and 19.4%, respectiveiy). How-
ever, examination of the number of times chiidren seex help
on school +work in the home revealed that sixty perceunt ot
the parents from predominantly Black centers have children
vho seek help on séhool work every day coapared to only
one-quarter and oae-third of the parents from predominantly
¥hite centers and other centers, respectively. This pne-
nomena, however, may be attributed to the large number o:x
predominantly Black centers found in the Southeast waere the
children tend to go into first grade directly after lead
Start instead of enrolling 1in kindergarten. Therefcre, one
aust be a little apprehensive apout Jumping to conclusions
relative to ethnic composation of the Head Start centers in
relation to parental involvement.
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Pinally, center activities vere related to parent
involvement (Table Q5.21). Three factors emerged trowm a
factor analytic procedare (principal components with a vara-
max rotation). These three factors: 1) academic knowleage
and skills, 2) social knowledge and skills, ana 3) dra-
matic/expressive play reflect the pattern of actavaty
offered at the center.

Examination of the four parent involvement indices inai-
cated that two of . them bear no relationship to the actava-
ties offered at the centers. However, the relationship bet-
veen the acaderic activity factor and tvo measures of parent
involvement, namely "How often did you help at =the Heag
Start Center?" and "™How often did you talk to the teacher?®
yielded significaat negative results (r=-0.1179, }<.05 cLa
r=-0.1050, p<.05). It is reasonable to conclude that as tne
emphasis on academic knowledge and skill activity increased
in the centers, the rate of involvement in - the Head Start
Centers and with the children'®s teachers aecreased.

The interpretation of this findlnd is somewhat ot an
enigma. Centers which emphasize the academic activities
tended to be predominantly Black 1n enrollsent and statfang.
It may be that the low rate of parent involvezmenti i1s a func-
tion of the behavior Ppattern characteristic of this cuitural
groupe. 1t is also possible that centers which emphasize
acadesic actavities tend to resent participation ot parents.
It is possible that these activities necessitate profession-
ally-trained statf and has generated a barrier between Cen-
ter and parents that wculd be ditficult to overconme.

Conclusions

Head Start provides an impressive opportunity for pareuts
to become involved in the education of their chilaren andg
parents seem to avail themselves of that opportunity. Per-
ents wvith higher levels of educational accomplishment (high
school graduates and those Wwith some post secondary eauca-
tion) participate in the process to a dJreater extent than
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parents with less of an educational background. ihose with
a tendency to have educational and,expressive play materials
in the home are also those who shé; higher rates of involve-
ment in Head Start. To some extent, there is a tenaency for
farilies with higher per capita income to have greater
involvement. Black parents tend to be more heavily'involveh
in working with thear children at home on school vork, wher-
eas White parents show a greater rate of visaits to the cen-

ters.

This configuration of findings, at least with respect to
the present sample, éuggests that there might be some spe-
cific groups of parents who are underrepresented as partici-
pators in the Head Start programs. These data suggest that
Black families are not involved at the Head Start center as
much as there is opportunity, and that parents froz lower
SBES levels are also not utilizing the vpportunities tor
involveaént. The reasons for this are not clear. working
parents, who might be expected to have less time or enerygy
for involvement, are not uniguely uninvolved. Parents with
several children, who might also be expected to have limited

/tesources for involvement, show as nuch conract with tne

/ centers as parents with few children. The number of adults

and older children in the family who might be expecteua to
serve as baby sitters when center visits take place, 1S not
related to the amount of involvement. Thus, 1t does uot
seem likely that the physical and econoric barriers 1o
involvement are particularly inkibiting ip thas sample. The
barriers are more llkéiy to be psychological and theretore
in need of cu. iderably more study before being overcore.

Hovever the problem of increasing parental involvement 1s
solved, the relationship between such involvement and chila
growth is complex. It should be noted that there 21s no
relationship between involverent and any of the¢ measures
used in the precent study to estimate chila growth. It s
aost important to note that there 1s.no relat.onsnip vetween
the involvement measures and the one outcome neasure that

- 118 -11_),-




is no extant evideace to reject suach a notion Yet.

¢

_indicates'unique gains for Head étart children, namely a
measure of assertive behavior. Head Start children tend to
receiye significantly higher scores on this measure than
other cyildren, but variations in the size of the assertive-
ness score are unrelated to the amount or kind of parental
involvement in the center or with the child in the hoome.

There are two possible'explanations for this findang.
The first is that parental involveament 1s not on the saxe
psychological dimension as the growth of assertive behavior.
This does not seem likely since there are several obvious

conceptual links between these tvo eyents. However, there

N

The second Possible explané?}bn 1s that the measure of
involvement, which includes counts of contact times, 1s nuch
too yross an estimate of the underlying psychological signi-
ficance of parental interest as represented to the chila.
Thus, one visit a Year may communicate the same Xind o1
information to the child as weekly visits. It 1s entirely
possible that a parent vho has never visited the center can
communicate a sense of confidence 1n the worth of ithe center
and of Head Start to the child which may ain fact be that
which contributes to the growth of assexrtive and self cont--
deht beh.vior on the part of the child. It i1s possable that
a lov income, undereducated parent who senses a social bpar-
rier to visiting the center may nevertheless feel a strong
sense of personal identity with the center. Such a parent
pmay also feel a good deal of prxde in the success of tne
centers as an alternative to the more threatening institu-
tions of society. This is precisely the sense ot identity
and pride vhica Head Start origainally intenaed to implaat 1
those who felt powerless and lost and this may be implantea
without high rates of physical contact with the centers.

There 1s very 1little evidence to support or reject thas
notion. The measure of internal/external sense of control,
which should be a source of insight in this topic, shows toou
little variability to be of use here. NO aore than ten per-
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cent of all parents in the sample. showed any tendency toward
external locus of control. Although there was some 'slight
relationship between externality and income, little infer-

ence can be made from such smali nuapers.

We are left with a few gquestions of significance 1L res-
pect to parent involvement and very few answers. The barri-
ers to involvement appear to be more of a psychologacal
nature than a lack of pareut time, energy, or familial

resources for visiting the center. It is not clear how

involvement influences the child since there is no obvious

‘relationship between involvement and the one measure O1

child growth which should show ’such a relationshipe.
Finally, it is not clear that the measures of physical con-
lact with the center used in the present stﬁdy tap the true
feelings of personal and educational value which Head Start
is trying to stimulate in parents. These are questldns of
major significance which cannot be examined in the present
study and must be examined 1n detail before the tlue impact

of Head Start can be assessed. . -
o ;
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TABLE Q5.1
PARENT INVOLVEMENT AT HEAD START CENTER BY ETHNICITY

Ethnicity of Parent

How often did you help Black White
at the Head Start Ce-ter? N 13 N %
g,
/
Did not help ‘ 147 38.8 80 / 21.5
. L
Less than 4 times a year 37 9.8 18 6.2
4 times a year ‘ 40 10.6 25 8.6
Once a month 42 1.1 37 12.7
Twice a month 55  14.5 55 18.9
Once a week i 58 i5.3 76 26.1
TOTAL 379 100.0 291 100.0
TABLE Q5.2

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH OTHER PARENTS BY ETHNICITY

Ethnicity of Parent

How often did you meet with Black White
other Head Start Parents? N % N %
Did not meet 34 9.4 7 2.5
4 times a year or less 39 10.8 34 12.1
Once every 1 or 2 months 177 48.9 128 45.4
Twice a montn 101 27.9 99 35.1
Grce a week 11 3.0 14 5.0
TOTAL 362 100.0 v 282 100.0
- 13




TABLE Q5.3

® HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH TEACHER BY ETHNICITY

Ethnicity of Parent

Number of times talked Black White
with teacher N 3 N %
. -
Did not talk 100 25.7 28 9.5
1 107 27.5 74 25.0
® 2 71 18.3 85 23.7
3 40 10.3 43 14.5
T4 27 6.9 33 11.1
[ J 5 or more times 44 11.3 33 11.1
TOTAL - 389 100.0 296 100.0 °
o
@
TABLE 5.4
HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH CHILD BY ETHNICITY
Py o Ethnicity of Parent
How often does child ~Black White
ask parent for help N 13 N %
® Once a month 37 10.0 57 21.0
2 or 3 times a month 13 3.5 18 6.6
Once a week 45 12.2 51 18.8
P Several times a week 61 16.5 72 26.5
Every day 213 57.7 74 27.2
TOTAL 369 100.0Q 272 100.0
Q 0.
ERIC 1. LOC




Parent Involvement
Indices

TABLE Q5.5
CORRELATIONS OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICES WITH SES

SES Indices

Per Capita Income (N)

INDICES

Mothers Education (N)

How often did you help
at the Head Start Center?

How often did you meet.
with other Head Start Parents?

Number of times talked
with teacher.

How often does child ask

parents for help?

* p <.05
**p <.01

0.1024**(699)

0.0706*(673)

0.1259**(715)

-0.0483 (667)

123 -1

G.1189**(777)

0,0518 (745)

0.1502**(792)

-0.0185 (738)
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TABLE Q5.6 )
CORRELATION OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICES WITH PARENT ATTITUDES
HESS ATTITUDE FACTORS
Social Positive
School Value of Education as Tradition- Perception
Parent Involvement N Negativism Education Upward Mobility alism of Teacher
 How often parent helps
at Head Start Center. 446- -0.1600** 0.0296 -0.0081 0.0047 0.0109
How often parents inter- _ .
act with other parents. 476 -0.1044** -0.0108 -0.0459 0.0210 0.0221
Number of times parent .
talks with teacher. 504 -0.1985** 0.0328 -0.0183 -0.0395 -0.0116
Number of times child
asks parents for help. 472 0.1489** 0.1275** 0.0300 0.0695 -0.0386
*x p<.01
142
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TABLE Q5.7
F PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICES WITH PARENT EXPECTATIONS

CORRELATIONS 0

PARENT EXPECTATIONS

How well will the How far with the

Child‘s Ability
Chjld go in Schqol

Parent Involvement Inidces Compared to Others child Do in School?

"How often do you help at 0.0656* (790) 0.05974% (796) 0.0295 (743)

the Head Start Center?

How often do you meet with

o o etart parents? 0.0271 (761) 0.0599* (761 0.0345 (716)
Nunber of times talked

N eacher 0.0940%*(807) 0.0883** (812) 0.0763* (756)
How often does child ~0.0958%*(753) 0.0860%* (757) 0.0998%*(711)

ask parents for help?

*p<, 05
*#p<, 01




TABLE Q5.8

CORRELATIONS AND PARTIAL CORRELATIONS OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT

INDICES WITH HOME STIMULATION INDEX

Home Stimulation Index

Parent Involvement Indices Zero Order

Partial

Correlations

Correlations

How often do you help

- at the ﬂead Start Center? 0.2710%* (779)
How often did you meet

with other Head Start Parents? 0.1772** (747)

Number of Times Talked

with Teacher. 0.3070%* (794)

How often does child ask

parents for help? - 0.0024 (744)

]Controlling for per capita income and mother's education.

0.2179%* (643)

0.1506** (623)

0.2528** (657)

0.0139 (615)



TABLE Q5.9

PARENT INVOLVEMENT AT HEAD START CENTER BY REGION

REGION

Northeast Soutieast Southwest West

How Often Did You Help at o

the Head Start Center? N % '}/% % N % N "
Did not help 72 30.9 115  44.2 38 26:2 43 25.6
Less than 4 times a yr. 19 8.2 21 8.1 14 9.7 13 7.7
4 times a year 20 8.6 16 6.2 27 18.6 17 10.1
Once a month 31 13.3 28 10.8 22 15.2 19 11.3
Twice a month 49 21.0 38 14.6 14" 9.7 29 17.3
Once a week 42 18.C 42 16.2 30 20.7 47 28.0

Total 233  100.9 260 100.0 145 100.0 168 100.0
TABLE Q5.10

HEADSTART PARENT INVOLVEMENT WITH OTHER PERSONS BY REGION

REGION

How Often Did You Meet Northeast Southeast Southwest West
With Other Head Start
Parents N % N % % 4 N %
Did not meet 13 5.6 24 9.9 9 6.5 4 2.5
& times a year or less 31 13.4 20 8.3 8 5.8 27 17.0
Once every 1 or 2 months 109 47.2 126 52.1 57 41.0 64 40.3
Twice a month 68 29.4 68 28.1 61 43.9 49 30.8
Once a week 10 4.3 4 1.7 4 2.9 15 9.4

Total 231 100.0 242 100.0 139 100.0 158 100.0




TABLE Q5.11
® HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH TEACHER BY REGIOHN
REGION
Number of times Northeast Southeast Southwest West
g talked to Teacher N-g 7 % N % N A
Did not talk 22 9.2 81 30.8 26 17.4 14 8.2
° 1 67  28.0 62 23.6 29 19.5 51 29.8
2 , 65 27.2 50 19.0 29 19.5 41 24.0
3 35 14 .6 25 9.5 24 16.1 19 11.1
® 4 17 7.1 22 8.4 15 10.1 21 12.3
5 or more times 33 13.8 23 8.7 26 17.4 25 14.6
Total 239 100.0 263 ‘100.0 149 100.0 171 100.0
®
TABLE Q5.12
) HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH CHILD B8Y REGION
REGION
Northeacz+* Southeast Soufhwest West
. How often does child
® ask parents for heip? N % N % N s N y
Once a month 45 20.9 15 3.5 19 13.6 28 17.6
. 2 or 3 times a month 13 6.0 12 4.7 2 1.4 7 4.4
. RN
once a week 33 17.7 31 12.3 20 14.3 25 15.4
several times a week 44 20.5 42 16.6 43 30.7 31 32.1
. every day 75 4.9 153 80.5 36 40.90 47 29.5
Total 215 100.0 253 100.0 140 160.0 158  100.0
-~ 128 - .
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‘ TABLE (QR.13
- DAPENT INVOLVEMENT IN HEADSTART CENTER BV AUSPICES
AUSPICES
Public College Religious Norprofit Local
School or Umv, Organiza- Group CAA Other
How Often Did You Help tior
® 2t the Headstart Center? N % N s N P N % N % N 8
Dic not help 16 23.2 5 3.t 3 42.9 6 37.5 74 271.% 17 48.%
) Less than & timas a yr, g8 1N.6 2 154 O 0.0 1 6.3 22 &3 2 5.7
4 times a year g . 1 7.7 1 14.3 0 0.0 24 g.1 3 8.8
® once a month g 13.0 1 7.7 1 i6 2 3 18.8 35 13.2 5 W.3
twice a month 7 101 0 0.0 2 28.6 0 0.0 30 18.9 & 1.4
B ance a week a1 2.4 4 3.6 0O 0.0 6 3.5 60 22.6 & 1.4
Total 69 100.0 13 100.9 7 100.0 16 100.0 265 100.0 35 100.0
|
. G5
. HEAD START PARENT INVOLvedENT WITH (THER PARENTY 3Y AUSPICES
Public College Relig-ous Nerprofit  Local
Scnoo!l or Univ. Qroaniza- Group CaA Cther
ation
How Often Did You Meet
. with otnar Head Start N * N % N % H H N % b 5
Parents?
Did not meet 5 7.8 0 0.9 . w7 2 15.3 15 5.8 1 32
4 times @ year or less 10 15.6 1 7.7 3 16.7 2 13,3 333 12.8 0 .00
® once every | or 2 months 28 43,8 6 46.2 ) 16.7 4 26,7 11343.8 20 60.€
Twice a month 9 29.7 6 46.2 3 XY & 26,7 83 32.2 1 333
Once a weex 2z K| o 2.0 o 0.0 3 20,0 Y& 5.2 1 3.0
Total 54 100.0 13 100.0 6 10C.C 15 0.0 258 100.0 3% 100.0
‘ .
O
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TABLE Q5.15

C HZAD START PARINT INTERACTION WITH TEACHER BY AUSPICES
AUSPICES
Public College Religious Nonprofit Local Other
School or Univ, Organiza- Group CAA
o Number of Times Talked tlons
with Teacher N % N % N % N * N % N 5§
Cid not talk 17 23.3 3 23.1 1 14.3 2 1.8 25 9.3 17 48.%
! 14197 4 30.8 4 5.0 Y 233 71 258 220
° 2 12169 2 154 1 163 2 176 66 26.6 5 14.3
3 13 18.3 3 23.1 0 €. 2 11.8 38 14.2 3 g.6
\ 4 § 1.z 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 17.6 28 10.4 ¢ 0.0
5 or more times 7099 1 7. 1 163 7.6 4 4.8 2 5.2
Total 71 100.0 13 100.G 7 100.0 37 100.0 288 100.0 35 100.2
®
3
o TABLE (Q5.16 ‘
HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH CHILD BY AUSPICES
AUSPICES
Public College Religious Nororofit Local Other
Schaal or Univ. Organiza- Group
tions
o How aften does child
ask parent for nelp? N 13 N % N H N % N % N %
Once a Month i 20.3 0 0.0 1 14.3 s 28,4 40 15,9 3.0
2 or 3 times a month & 6.3 ] 0.0 1 14,3 1 5.9 10 40 ¢ 0.9
once 3 week 11 17.2 1 7.3 2 28.¢ ] 5. 46 18,3 4 120
t
® several times a week 18 28.1 i .- 1 14.3 2 .8 10 27,8 & 1z
fvery duy 18 28.1 1N 846 2 28.6 g 470 86 341 24 727
Totai 64 100.0 13 100.0 7 100.0 17 100.C 232 100.0 33 100.0
®
O

ERIC 1y
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TABLE

Q5.17

HEAD START PARINT IRTERACTION'WITE TZACHER BY CEINTIR ETHNICITY

CZNTIR ETHANICITY

Predominantly Predominantly Predomnantly Oregominantiy
Black White lack White
Number of times T2lked

with teacher , N % N % N % N %
Did not talk 53 26.8 9 5.5 3 8.6 25 2.9

1 46 23.4 42 25.5 9 25.7 26 23.9

2 36 18.3 49 29.7 7 20.0 1 1€.5

3 19 9.6 26 15.8 & 11.4 20 18.3

‘ 4 15 7.6 Al 12.7 3 8.6 7 6.4
5 or more times 28 14.2 18 10.9 9 25.7 13 1N.9
Total 197 100.90 165 10C.0 35 100.0 109 100.0

TABLE Q5.18 —

HEAD START PARINT INTIRACTION WITH CHILD 8Y CENTER ETHNICITY

CENTER ETHNICITY

PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY °REDOM§N§NTLY
How often does child BLACKS WHITE BLACK WHiTE
ask pzrents fqr help? N T N . N . N .
Once 2 mnth 15 8.0 N 19.9 1 3.2 19 19.6
2 or 3 twmes 2 month 4 2 N 73 1 2.2 2 30
Once 23 week 17 8.1 30 19.2 8 25.8 22 22.7
Several times 2 we k 38 20.3 44 28.2 12 38.7 20 20.6
tvery day 13 50.4 40 25.6 9 28.0 i3 36.0
Total 187 100.0 136 100.0 31 100.C 97 70C.2
. ‘L /_//\\
14
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TABLE Q5.19

PARENT INVOLVEMENT AT HEAD START CENTER BY CENTER ETHNICITY

- CENTER ETHNICITY
PREDOMINANTLY - PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMLNANTLY PREDOMINANTLY
BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE

e Start Geaters . N N X N8
Did not help: 72 . 383, M 25.9 7 20.6 35 3.7
Less than 4 times/yr. 17 9.0 12 7.2 2 5.9 12 1.2
4 times a year 21 11.2 16 9.6 2 5.9 12 11.2
Once a Month 24 12.8 15 9.0 12 35.3 10 9.3
Twice a month 24 12.8 34 20.5 4 11.8 13 12.1
Once a week 30 16.0 46 27.7 7 20.6 25 23.4
Total - 188 - 100.0 166 100.0 34 100.0 - 107  100.0




TABLE Q5.20
HEAD START PARENT INVOLVEMENT WITH OTHER PARENTS BY CENTER ETHNICITY h
CENTER ETHNICITY
PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMIANTLY
BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE
How often did you meet with
other Head Start Parents? N % N 4 N % N %
0id not meet 19 - 10.6 2 1.3 1 2.9 8 7.8
4 times a year or less 10 5.6 22 13.9 3 8.8 17 16.7
Once every 1 or 2 months 92 51.4 69 43.7 15 44 .1 40 39.2
Twice a month 54 30.2 53 33.5 14 41.2 34 33.3~
‘ (ll’nce a week . 4 2.2 12 7.6 1 2.9 3 2.9
! Total 179~ 109.0 158 100.0 34 100.0 102 100.0
Lo




Parent Involvenent indices

TABLE 5.21

CORRELATIONS BETHEEN PARENT INV

Academic Knowledge
& Skills Activities

OLVEMENT INDICES AND CENTER ACTIVITILS

HEAD START CENTER ACTIVITIES

Social Knowledge
& Skills Activities

Dramatic/Expressive
Play Activities

g s g o S

_How often do you help at
the lead Start Center?

How often do you meet with
other Head Start parents?

Nunber of Times Talked )
with Teacher.

How often does child ask
parents for help?

>

-0.1179* (371)

-0.0157 (356)

-0.1050*% (377)

~ 0.0103 (352)

-0.0291 (371)

0.0110 (356)

0.0350 (377)

0.0330 (352)

0.0013 (371)

-0.0193 (356)

0.0129 (377)

-0.1386%*(352)




uestion b: Prescnool Experjence of Non-head Start Chaldren

———— . A S ——— S——————

In the original anaylses, almost half of the non-Head
Start childien had experienced some kind of out-ot-homne
preschool. In addition, many Head Start children had soue
kxind of preschool eixperience before entering Head Start.
The present analysis identifiea 1034 Head Start children in
the data base, of whos 141 had sore prescnool 1n aadition to
Head Start. Also identified were 555 children who did not
go to Head Start {(i.e., the comparison chilaren). O0f these,
211 attended some kind of preschool before entering the
public schools. The present study examined these fourl
groups of children {Head Start children with ana without
some other experieuaces, and non-Hiead Start children with and
without some kXind of preschocl experience) on a numper of
dinensionse. Reportea in this sectice are the compariscas
with respect to the kind of non-Head Start programs they
attended, their famaly backgrounds, and the perceptions oi
these groups of childrem held by their public school teacn-

erse.

¥hat type of prograz did the noa-Head Start childzren
attend? What type of program aid these Heau Start

children with other preschool experieuce attend?

b e oo o e s v o

The predominant preschool experience for the mnon-Heacd
Start children was a nursegy school (4#b6%), with aay Cale
(30%) the second most predominant. This was reversea 1oL
the non-Bead Start experiences of Head Start chiiareun wno
had attended some other preschool before Head Start. For
these children the predominant non-Head Start experience »as
day care (46%) and then nursery school (25%). Thas nay
reflect the higher per capita iacome of non-Head Start rami-
lies (see below) tor whom day care may uot pe as intensely

needed as Head Start families.




How long aid the children 21n this sample attend thear

respective preschools?

b —-&—*———.J

Only Head Start children tend to have a one year experi-
ence in preschool with relatively little variability around

that figure.

The children who attended preschool befere enrollang in
Head Start fall into two groups: a) Those who had Jjust one
year including Head Start and soxe other experience, ana D)
Those who had 6-12 months of some other preschool and then a
full year of Head Start.

Non-Head Start children who attended some other prescnool
program also fall into two groups: a) Those who attenaed
for one year or less and, b) Those who attenaed for 1-2

years.

The length of enrollment in preschool 1s a tactor whach
distinguishes between.Head Start chilaren and non-hHead Start
children. The latter group shoved mucn greater variapilaty
in the length of their preschool experience than the Lead
Start children.

what differences are there in family backgrouLa bet-
ween Head Start, non-Head Start, Hezi Start plus other

presckool experiences, and no prescnool groups?

S e

The Head Start-only families in this sample had the lOw-=
est per capita income of all groups. Withain the Heaa Start
group, those families who sent thear children tO an addl-
tional preschool haa a slightly higher per capita 1nCohe
than the Head Start-only tamilies. The non-Head Start taui=

lies were all significantly higher in per capita 1ncome thal




the Head Start families, but those who sent their cnildren

to some other non-Bead Start preschool had the highest ter
capita income of all groups in the study. Those non-Heaa
Start families who did not send their children tO any f(res-
chool also had significantly higher income than the Heaa
Start families, but a little lower income than the families
who sent their children to so&e non~Head Start proyran.

The Head Start families include mothers with the lowest
level of completed education. Familier #ho sent thear chil-
dren to other, non-Head Start preschocols are among those
with the higbest levels of completed education of the motn-
ers. The non-Head Start families with no preschool fall an
an intermediate position of educational achievement. Non-
Head Start families with preschool have the highest level of
gsothers who completed high school and had more than hagh
school backgrounds.

In general, there is significant differentiation vetween
Head Start families and non-Head Start families despite the
fact that all of the childrien selected vere fros the sawme
public school classes. Clearly, within the same communi-
ties, Head Start families come from a lower SES than fami-
lies who send their children to other kinds of preschools.
Indeed, in the communities selected for this study, leaa
Start families are i1n a lower SES than fazilies who cnose
not to send their children to any preschool progran betore
kindergar ten.

fa
appear to be tied to the ecounomic diffe

ihe ethnic differences among the lies 1n tnis Sainfle
nces &among them.
Families which send their children to Head art (with or
without some other kind of preschool experience before iHdeaa
Start) are predominantly Black families but with a noderate
(one third to one quarter) number of White families. Thoce
in the non-Head Start groups are very heavily White. Eise-
where in this report, it has been found that the Black tami-
lies in the present sample tend to be larger, Wlth 10wer

income, and with less education for the =znother than wnite

-3y 1S




faxilies and that, with the present findings addea, teud to
be in Head Start rather thar non-Head Start preschoo4 pro-
grams. The White families who send their children to Head
Start have considerably lower incomes and less mothers* edu-
cation than the White families who send their children to

other preschools.

Are the children in these preschool categories egual-

!
ity distributed across regiomns? ‘

The regional distribution of Head Start childaren 1s al1s-
tinct from that of other chiloren in this sample. Approxi-
mately 2/3 of the Head Start-only children are 1located in
the eastern section of the country, equally divided betweel
Northeastern and Southeastern sectious. The pattern of
preschool attendance which includes some Other preschoodi
first and then enrollment 21n Head Start s signaticantliy
underrepresented in the Northeast and 1S over rerresented in
the Southeast. This is probably a reflection of the lack ot
kindergartens in the Southeast. Most (see belovw) ot the
Head Start chilaren 1n the Southeast are one year oiger &na
enrolled in first grade rather than kindergarten compared to
the Head Start children in the rest of the country. There-
fore, the preschool experience of the Head Start children
(predcominantly Black) of the Southeast was a kindergrateu
level experience. This meant that any [prekaindergarten
experience for these children would be in addition to Head
Start. Thus, the Head Start plus other preschooli grcup ol
chiléven are primaraly Black, primarily iroa the Scutuneast-
ern section of the country and primarily older than Other
Head Start children. They would have been tested 1Ol this
study 1n thear fairst grade ratner than 1n tkeir Xxindergar-

tene.




P

Are there differences in the type of play material in
the homes of the Head Start, non-Head Start with and
without preschool and non-preschool groups?

Of the dozen play materials which were mentiomned in tne
parent interview, Head Start families reported a preseunce ot
only three categories of materials in the same proportion as
non-Head Start children, or even children who did not go to
preschool. It was only an the presence of crayons and
paper, hammer and nails, and catalogues and Bagazines that
Head Start homes vere equal to non-Head Start homes. Ine
categories of play materials which were found signifacantly
less often in Head Start homes than in all the other hornes
included: plaats, put-together toys, piay dough, ®magic
mparkers, puzzles, SC1sSSOrs. 1t should pe noted that fami-
lies who did not send their children to amny preschool
reported the presence of these toys and materliais to a sig-

nificantly greater extent than the Head Start familaies.

Are there differences in the amount O0f verpal 1nterac-
tion between parents and children 1in Head Start ana
non-Head Start families? 1Is there a difterence in tne
pettern of TV watching?

There is no difference in the rates of verpal interaction
reported by the several categories of parent in thas Sanmple.
There is a difference, however, in the pattern of 1V watch-
inge. The Head Start children are descraibed as watching Tv
more often than any other group (almost 40% watch more than
3 hours every day), and the Heaa Start pius other preschocd
watch TV the least of ten {(40% watch no more than a tew houtrs
each week) . Once again, this ditference between the Head
Start only and the Head Start plus other groups may be a

i




reflqgtion of the older age of the latter groups aind tne

fact that they were attending first grade rather than kain-
dergarten at the time of the study. First graders Rmay have
less time for TV than kindergarteners.

Are there differences 1in pairental expectations among
the families of Head Start ana non-Kead Start chii-
dren?

There are essentially no differences in the expectations
which parents hold about *the success their children waill
have in school. Three quarters of all parents expect that
their children will perform froa "“average to good®™ 1 puplic
schoocl. However, Head Start parents expect their chaldren
to complete their education when they graduate frosm high
school vwhereas parents who send thear children to Other
preschool expect their children to attend a four year coi-
lege. The parents ot children who did not attena any pres-—
chooli have an educational expectition Ppattern which 1is very
similar to that held by the Head Start parents. These ait-—
ferences are related to family income in a very specataic
way. The higher the inconme, the turther the child 1s
expected to reach in education. However, 2incoke 1is uot
related to the parents' expectations of how well the chila
will do 1n school. Essentially the same finding 1s present
with respect to the ethnicity of the family. Whites expect
their children to go further in school than Blacks, but
there is no difference in how well they expect thear chii-

dren to perform in school.
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How do the public school teachers perceive the Head
Start children compared to the non-Head Start chil-
dren? Are these diffterences related to family bvack-

ground?

Public school teachers were asked to rate all sample
children on a series of scales which were statistically com-

o bined into two dimensions as follows:

1. Socially mature, gopuiar with peers, and academi-
- _ cally motivated (callea, ™The A1l American Child"®

) scaIE) .

2. Assertive, protective ot raghts, enjoys the com-
pany of adults and children (called "Assertiveness

scale) .

) There are regional ditferences in the ratings given to

children by public school teachers. Teachers in the Nor-

theastern and Southeastern sections of the nation ratea ail

o childfen significantly lower on the All American scale tnal
‘ teachers in the western sections of the country. However,

only the children in the Southwest were rated lovw oL Asser-—

tiveness by their teachers. Whites vere always rated hagber

® on the All American scale and 1lower on the Asseltlveness
scale than the ratings given to Black and other minoraty

childrene.

Despite thes= regional and ethnic difterences 1in teacher
ratings, there are real, and inadependent aifferences 1n
these ratings of children depending upon the Pprescnood
experience they acquired. These differences follow Head
Start, non-Head Start distinctions cousistentliy. Heaa Start
children (¥ith or vwithout other preschool experience) are
significantly lower 1n the ratings they receive on the All
American scale (non-Head Start children who go to preschocl
receive the highest ratings on this dimension). At the sadxe
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time, Head Start childrea (vith or without other preschool
experience) are rated as significantly more Assertive than
non-Head Start children (children with no preschool experi-

ence are rated as the least iAssertive of alli groups) .

These ratings.by public school teachers are ailso related
to the family Qackground of the children 21n very unigue
vays. 1Income, mothers® education and the amount of academi-
cally stimulating materials/activities which go on 1n the
home are all positively related to scores on the All Ameri-
can scale but bear no relationship with scoles on the Asser-
tiveness scalee. Assertiveness appears to be a property
which public school teachers perceive in Head Start cnildren
regardless of the family background (except for the Heaa
Start childrea in the Southwest where cuitural tactors 1u

the tamily may mitigate against assertive behavior).

Technical Discussion

The “comparison group® in a study of the effects ot Heaa
Start is a multifaceted collection of children and hust Le
exanined piecemeal in order to best understand the nature oi
Head Start. Three major comparison fgIoups are present ain
this sample and despite the fact that all children ({(inciuva-
ing the Head Start sample) were drawn frow the saze class-
roons, these groups are quite difterent from each other. 1In
addition to children who attended Head Start alone, there
are children who attended some other preschool bpetole
attending Head Start, there are children wao attendea nDoOL-
Head Start preschools and there are children who attended no

preschool prior to entrance i1nto the public schools.

The Head Start children come from the lowest SES an the
comnpunities in which these public schools are located. This
is not, however, the only aimportant difterence between Heaa
Start children and the others an the stuay. in tact, the
Bead Start group seems to have two distainct subgroups: the
first and by far the largest are trom the lovest SES 1n tnas
sample, and are expected (by their parents) to have the

15,
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shortest acadeaic career of all the children 2an the stuady,
1nclude cnilaren from all the ethnic gIroups, and typicauly
had just one year of preschool experience i Yead Start.
The other Head Start group comes from fgmllles with somewhat
higher inconmes and with aothers with ®ole education, are
from all ethnic groups, Gtat were sent by their parents to a
preschool first before they were old enough to attenu idead
Start and then sent to jead Start for the last year Lefore
public school. The majority of the preschools to which they
vent before Head Start were day care arrangements 2nd tae
majority of the children attended these day care arrange-
ments on a full taime basis. Mothers of these children have
higher academic expectations for the children than ao tpe
pothers of Head Start only childrer. Although tnese chil=~
dren perfora, on academic ana affective measures used 1n
this study, similarly to the Head Start cnildren, thelr rang
order position on almost evelry measure 1S between the noh-
Head Start caildren (generally of higher SES) ana the Heaa

Start only children.

The non-Bead Start children are also 2xade up of two dis-
tinct groups. The first is a group vho attended some other
preschool. This group, in turn is composed of two grougs,
those who attended tor a part year and did not attena tuil
time (described by their mothers as a Dhursery or pley grout)
and those who attended for a full year or zole ana wvho went
tull time (usually descriped by their mothers as attending a
day care arrangenent). These children caxe frow the laxl-
lies with the highwst incomes 18 the present sample (aimost
double that which the Heaa Stact only fanilies haa) . Tnree
quarters of these children came troa White fanilies ana they
are distinguishea from the Head Start only chilaren vuy a
such higher proportion of play materials iu tae home whlCh

are often considerea to facilitate learning.

The secona o©of tne hon-Head Start Jroups was that gIouyp
vhich attended no preschool Dbefore entering pubilc SCNOOLE.

These children are veLy sinilar to the nch-head Start other
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preschool group except that the family lucome 1s somewhat

lover than the preschool group. This =may be a reflection ot
the reduced rate of =mothers in the vork force associatea
with the fact that all of these children vere taken Care O:
in their home before entering pubiic scheol. Since alil
other background factors are similar for tnis group and the
non-Head Start group who attended another preschool, 1t 1s
possible to attribute the only signiticant dafrerence set-
ween these two non-Head Start groups to the fact taat one ot
then had preschool experience abhd the other did not. This
difference is in the magnitude of the rating assighed Dy
public school teachers on tae All Aaerican scale. T1hese no
preschool children were rated higher than the Head Start
groups on this dimension, but lower than tne non-Heza Start
other preschool group. It does not seex liiely tnat there
would be a bias in the teachers® rating style whicn woOula
allow them to distinguisn betveen these twO YILOUES. The
difference in the ratings seem more likely to reflect real
differences in the children than differences in the teach-—

ers?' style.

The 1ssue of teacher bias in rating chiiaren is a craiti-
cal factor in assessing the differences between Head Stert
and non-Head Start camildren tound 21n this study. “ ‘Correla-
tions between teacher ratings on the all Am=racanl scaie ald
the several indices ot SES are all positive and significant.
Approxisately 8-10% of tne variance of teacher Tratiugs on
this scale is associated wicth variance on SES. This 15 a
large amount of associated variance and 1t might De that
these differences have 320ore to do with the tendency ot
teachers to assign children from higher SES higher scores on
the All American scale regaraless of tne preschooli experi-
ence ot the child. The fact that lower SES cnilaren arle
found 1n the Head Start groups would then account 1OrL tne
differences to the consequelces of the preschoo.i experieiace.
The analyses vhlca auuressed this 1ssue are presentea 1a tae
next guestion of this report, but they can be sunmdarized
here.

19
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1f the SES properties of the child contributed to the
teachers judgment, then it would be reasonable to partial
the SES contribution ocut of the ratings. This re&alilly
variance 1is then partitioned across tae several cells of
preschool experieice. The results of this procedure 1adi-
cate that vith the role ~t SES heavily rédqced, there 1s

still a significant difference aaong the prascnool groups in

"the ratirgs on the All Anmerican scale and these difierences

are in the same direction and order as the 'unaajusted aif{-
ferences. . NYote that the full range of possible teacher
biases have not been eliminated frox this analysas. the
only part of the teacher bias which has been removea 1s that
associated with the SES of tne children. This means that.
the notion that chilcren who attended Heaﬁ Start are truly
distinguishable from children who did not attend Head Stalt
by their lower scores on the All American scale 1Iemalns a

viable and important explanation of the faindings.

One other factor contriputes to this conclusion. The
dif ference between Head Start and non-Head Sturt children 1in
the judgment ot these teachers 1s in the degree o¢f tanear
assertiveness. in thls Case, however, Assertiveness Scores
are uncorrelated with any ot the SES or family vackground
factors. They are however, strongly relatea to ethnicity.
Black children received higner scores on assertiveness than
white children. It is possibie that public schooli teachers
siaply rate Black canildren nigher on assertiveness ILeGaId-
less of the preschool experience of the children. dowever,
the Heaa Start groups are about equal.y aivided Dbetweed
Black and White children aitnough the non-Head Staxrt plLes-—
chool children are very predcminantly white. In oraer to
remain consistent, the zetnod chosen to deal with tais 1ssue
of SES, nanely the ethnicity variable was addea tO tne SES
variable as adjusters (partialing variables) ana the Lewain-
ing Assertiveness varliaace vas then partitioned AacIouss tie
several categories of prescnool experience. Once again, tue
findings resained the same as the unaajusted tindings. iiecd
Start children are indeed perceived by their teacners 45

/ .
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more assertive than non-Head Start chaldren, and tnis caunot
be entirely explainea in terus ot the SES or ethnzc uxfier-
ences among the caildren. It is likely tnat this diitference
in perception has to do with the -Xond of <chiitdren they are
and this is lakely tc nave to GO Wwith tne greschool experi-

ence vhich they acquiied before entering public scaool.

Conclusions

The several groups in this study are duite ditferent in
their family backgounds and in the nature of thelr prescacol
experiences. Direct comparison 3ax0NG these groups 1is aot
feasible. Adjustments for the differences on these howe and
school factors is necessary in order to understana the
effects of preschool experieaces. " The remaining aifter-
ences, including the differences 1n the length of tirme the
children vere enrolled 2n a preschool arrangéﬁent are ¢un-
sidered, in additional question discussions, sSuch as gues-—

tions 7 and 12.

A
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TABLE G6.1.

Preschool Experience .

.

Frequency of Each Type of Preschool Experience

Number of Children

Head Start 913
Head Start Plus 121
Other Preschool
Non-Head Start
With Preschool 211
No Preschool 344
TABLE Q6.2. Frequency of Type of Preschool Lxperience for
Non-Head Start Versus Head Start Children
Type of Preschool
(Number of Children)
. ) Nursery Day Play Kinder- Oiher
Children: School Care Group garten
«Non-""ead Start - 98 67 8 44 31
Head Start 30 55 2 14 29

*
e

*37 Children experienced more than one preschool experience

Total
Children

211*
121%*

**9 Children experienced more than one other preschool experience
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TABLE Q6.3. Length of Preschool Attendance by Type of

Preschool Experience

20-20+ Missing Data

P
LENGTH OF PRFSCHOOL ATTENUANCE
(% of Children)
Type of Experience Number of Months
1-6 7-13 14-19
Head Start Only 4.5 49 14
Head Start Plus Other 6.5 40.5 17
ther Preschool 22 38 17

25
2.5
2.5

TABLE Q6.4. Mean Per Capita Income by Type of Preschool Experience

Preschool Experience Mean Per Capita Income (1977 dollars)
Head Start 1287
Head Start Plus Other 1360
Non-Head Start
Preschool 2439
No Preschool 1999

L
Y
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TABLE Q6.5. Level of Mothers' Education by Type of Preschool Experience

Mothers' Education
(% Mothers in Sampie)

. : Less than More than
Preschool Experience High Schoo High School High School
Head Start 47 42.8 10
Head Start Plus Other 31 47.7 21
Non-Head Start .

Preschool 16 49.7 34
No Preschool 33.4 47.7 18.8

TABLE Q6.6. Distributizn of Family Ethnicity for Eacn
Type of Preschool Experience

Family Ethnicity
(% of families in sample)

Preschool Experience Black White Hispanic Other
Head Start 36.4 28.4 7.1 28.1
Head Start Plus Other 49.6 32.2 12.4 5.8
Non-Head Start

Preschool 20.4 71 3.8 4.7

No Preschool 29.7 58.7 6.7 4.9

>
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TABLE Q6.7. Percent of Children Reéiding in Geographical
Regiors for each Type of Preschool-txperiences

Regional Area
(% of children in sampig)

Preschool Experience Northeast Southeast Southwest West
Head Start 31.3 31.3 17.7 19
Head Start Plus Other 14.9 33.9 22.3 29

Non Head Start

Preschool 28.9 21.8 16.1 33
No Preschool 35.5 20.6 21.2 22
l"\.




Cuestaon 1: performance of Head Start Children n rublac

P——

Schools.

The initial analysis of the transaition data Showea tiaat
some effects on academic and social development &associated
with Head Start attendance couid be discermned. The present
analyses continueg €Xxamininyg sSone of these 1ssues to aeter-
mine 1f Heaa Start effects are distributed egually across

regions of the country, are associated with the Xinas ol

activity emphases that were offerred 1n di1fterent Heaa Start
centers, are associated with family pacxground factors, Or
are associated with patterns of parent involvement 1n the

Head Start centerse.

Are Head Start etfects distributed egually acrcess

regions of the country?

g s e o)
L e e e e o o o

There is one etfect, strongly associated with Heea Start
rather than with any other kind ot preschool eXxperience,
which is found in all regions except the Southwestern sec-
tion of the country. This pervasave effect 1s reflected 1L
the measure called "“Assertivemess® which 1is aerived trow
public school teachers' ratings of thelr <children. lhese
teachers rate Head Start children as more assertive than the
other chiidren in their classes 1& the Northeaster2 sectioi
of the country vhere aost of the Head Start cailaren ana
their comparisons are #®hite, ih the Southeastern secCtion
vhere most of the Head Start children ana their COBPAIi3CLS
are Black, and in the Western section where taere ale Lela-
tively large numbers of both Black and %hite Jeac Stalters
and comparison canildren. The Southwestern sectiocn CI tae
country has a prepoanderance of "Other™ (Hispanic ana Yative
Anerican Indian) children 1n Heac Start, and therfe the
public school teachers did uot seé Head Start cai.dreh as

any more assertive than other children.
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performance on the Wide kange Achievenent Test (WkaT)
indicated few effects attraibutable to lHead Start and these
few were scattered cver just two of the regions. 1n the
Southeast section of the country (primarily a Blacx Head
Start group contrasted to a black comparison ¢roug all ot
vhom were first graders rather than xindergarteners), fead
Start children were significantly ahead of the comparaison
group on one of the math subtests (cral arithmetig) ana wele
slightly ahead on another mnDathematics subtest and a
visual/motor task involving copying marks. In the South-
vestern section, the Head Start children (heavaily Hispanic
and Native American Indian) were significantly petter than
the coaparison children on the copying Rarks subtest abLa
tended to Dbe ahead on counting dots. Note that the heaa
Start centers in both the Southeastern and the Southwestern
sections of the country had the strongest exphasis on aca-

demic activities of all the centers in the country.

Are the outcopes of Head Start associated with tne
xind ot activity emphases that were offerred in tne

different centers?

S

Although centers which ewphasized academic activities
tended to be concentrated in the Southeastern and Soutnvest~—
ern secticas of'the\ country (2-3 of the 8 W#EAT subtests
showed slightly higher scores for the Read Start chilares),
the trends were Dot stable enough to suggest a saignaricant
relationship between the Xxind of activities which were
emphasized in a ceanter an the overall perforamance oI ne
Bead Start chaldren on the WRAT D public schcol. Bowever,
wher the length of time a chald attendeaq Head Start prior to
entering public schocl is considered, academlcC 2acCTlVvVitly
emphases co show an effect. The longer Lead Start atten-
dances are assoclated vith significantiy higher sSCOIL&S OL
the "Naming Letters™ subtest on the WRAT, vhen tnat atilen-

dance occurs .n centers which emaphasize academnic activaity.
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A few trends within some regions are discernible, which
may reflect the unique socio-educational processes 1D those
regionse. Head Start centers in the touthwest which empha-
size academic activities show higher performance on "letter
Recognition®™ than centers in the Southwest that do not
empbasize academic activities. This is not found elsewhere
and may be unigue to these children. At the same tane chil-
dren who graduate from Southwestern centers which emphasize
social development: show significantly higher "Spellang and
® Reading™ scores than children who graduate from Soutnwestern

centers that do not emphasize social development activities.
However, 'the effect of this «¢ctivity emphasis in the Nour-
theastern centers 1s lower performance on soxe reading ana
° mathematics subtests. Pinally, Southwestern centers which

emphasize dramatic and expressive play activities have chil-
dren with significantly lower scores on "Spelling and Fead-
ing® whereas exactly the opposite effects are found awong
o children who attended Southeastern centers emphasizing dra-

matic and expressive play activities.

In terms of social-emotional outcomes, 1t 1s in the
Southeastern, Northeastern, and iéstern secticns that cou-
sistent eftects of activity emphases on outcomes are found.
Here, higher center scores oun expressive/dramatic play are
associated with higher assertiveuess scoies. 1t shoula be
noted that the lack of such a relationship between activai-
ties and assertiveness in the Southwest is confounded by the
fact that relatively low assertiveness scores were tound 1n
Head Start children in this region. 1t is here thnat most of
the Hispanic and Native Bmeracan children on the aata base

are found.




— v ot o

Are Head Start eftects associated with family bacxk-
ground factors?

S

The most consistent finding related to parental/famaly
background has to do with the social/motivational outcoazes
of Head Start. These outcomes are based on teacher ratings
of children in public schools and have been reduced tO two
sajor variabies. 1) "All American Child" (high scores indi-
cate that the teacher judges the chila to be an independent
learner: not aintroverted; task oriented anad persistent;
popular with other children; likely to be a high acadeuaic
achiever; and not conflicted over asking for helyp) , <)
Assertiveness (high scores indicate that thne teacher judges
the child to be high in enjoyment of and desire to have con-
tact with adults and other children; relates aggressavely
with others; has a low tolerance for intrusions). There are
clear relationships between tarily background tactors and
the ™All American™ scale, and no relationship between these
factors and the "Assertiveness®™ scale. Por a full aascus-
sion of these socia-motivational cutcomes, see Quesiion 8 of

this Report.

There is a very diverse pattern of relationships among
family background measuies and the WRAT scores used 14 the
present study. This diversity reflects the regional diver-
sity of the sample which in turn carries a host of culturai,
ethnic, and socioeconomic difterences. For example, 1n thue
Southeast where almost all of the childrem are Black first
graders and where almost 20% of the Black children went to
some preschool prograwm other than Head Start, the relatiou-
ship between the family backgrcund measures (mothers® educa-
tion family income, and a home stimulation index) and the Y
WRAT subtests were generally weak and in some Cases nega-
tive. However, these relations were considerably weaker for

Head Start children than for the other chitdren 1n tne
by
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region, so that this can be considered scmething of an Heua
Start effect.

Similarly, in the Northeast vhere most of the chaldren
are White and 20% of them went to some preschool other than
Head Start, the relations between the family background mea-
sures, aad in particular, the home stimulation iudex, ana
the WRAT measures are quite high and positive. lHere too,
the relations are weaker but still high tor the Head Start
children alone which suggests a possible Bead Start effect
for these White children as well. However, in the West ana
in the Southvwest, the relations between fam2ly pbackgiound
and WRAT are moderate and very much the same for the Head
Start and the other preschool (or no preschool) groups an
those regions. Generally, there i1s tendency for higher SES
families to have children who perform higher on some of the
WRAT measures but this is less txﬁe for Head Start chialdieun
and particularly Head Start children in the Southeast.

Are Head Start effects associated with patterns ot
parent involverent in the Head Start center?

R

There is no evidence that any torm of parent rarticijpa-
tion in the center, with children, or with other parent as

associated with any of the outcome measures.

Technical Discussion

This chapter presents the results of the regression ana-
lyses ain which certain policy-related properties of iead
Start are used as predictors of public school performaunce.
Although several analyses of this sort were reported in tne
original Transition Study, the secondary analysis ot tre
data revealed some shifts in the numbers of the experimental
groupings into which children were sorted. 1t was also
desirable to reconstruct the dependent variables thiougn

17,
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data reduction and standardization procedures. Iun adaition,
it was important to reconstruct some of the home variables
and enter them into the regression equations in oruer to
nore fully specify the analytac model. Thus, there i1s suvu-
stantial reason to re-examine the issue of the 21mpact ot
Head Start variables on public school performance. We have
also noted the ubiguitous etfects of region on a variety ot
relevant i1ssues, so that it is desirable to run these ana-

lyses blocking on (i.e., within) regaoms.

Head Start Activity Variables. One important set ot ifac-
tors, which was not used to predict hHead Start etfects 1n
the original Transition Study, 1S measure ot Center actava-
ties. In order to add these factors to the analyses, the
secondary analysis included an exarination of the Celter
facilities anu resources inventory. Thas instrument gata-
ered ratings made by Center directors, of a list ot actaivui-
ties which might be engaged 1n at th2 Center. Each aCtavaty
was rated for ats aimportance amdi‘Y tor the amouat of tiwme
spent on the activity at the Center. These Tratings were
submitted to a factor analytic proceaure (princapal compo-
nents analysis, varimax rotation, reported in Question 1).
Three well- articulated factors emergea which were nased,
mAcademic Actavities,™ "Social Activataes," and “EXpressive
and Dramatic Play.® A factor scorang algorithm was used
which maintained orthogonalaty across factors (s fajor
advantage when using regrescion models) &and ¥hich Stahbdala~
ized the distribution of scores. Thus, each Center received
three activity scoxes, which were then used aindaviauazliy to

relate to other Center-Levei variables.

The outcome analyses reported in this Chapter vere Car-
ried out at the child 1level of aggregation. The gquestious
asked have to do with the impact of preschnol generally, ana
liead Start in particular. Wwithain the Head Start analyses,
the effects of various kinds ot activaties carried out an
the center are studied tor their impact on Head Start chili-

1?-11‘
-t S
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dren. Note +that a very serious assumption 1s bDeing nade
vhen the Head Start activities are tagged tO indiavadual
children, and this assumption is not made when a&a score on
the Pre-school variable (i.e., No preschool, Head S+tart
only, Head Start plus another preschool, and Othker preschnnl
only) is tagged to a chald's file. The assumption made 1S
that the measure was in tact administered to ali cnildren
who are comparably scored. If the score 1s from the Pres-
chool variable, then it 1s not an assvmption that the caila
did in fact attend the preschool which the score denotes.
We are reasonably sure that all children have been correctly
categorized by their preschool experiences (See Chapter Z) -
However, the center activities score 1s derived frocm ine
Y ratings made by the center directors and not from a measule

of the activities which were applied to that particu.dr

chi.d. The center directors' ratings reter Lo the estimate

of what goes on in the center aud does not reference a par-
® ticular group or class. There 1s no way of knowikqg whether

all children who are tagged with the same activities score

did necessarily receive the experiences which are assumed to

occur when that activaty i1s present in a center.

The situation is even further complicated vwhen the
configuration of activity scores at each center 1s comnsad-

. ered. Clearly such configuration scores are more seaniugtul

refelections of the potential experiences available to chil-
dren attending each center. Thus, a cenier which 1s scored
high on the academic activaty scale and alwost as hagh on
the ébcial activity scale, may aot provide the same kiua ot
expetiences to children who come from a center which 1s aiso
scored high on academic activaty and hignh on drawatic play
activaties. The meaning of the academic scale nay shitt
under these conditions and the nature ot the treatment
administered to the cnildren may be discernibly different

Ar despite the simrlarity of academic activaty scores.

Unfortunately, it is not possible to deal with this ques-
tion in the present study. The number of actavity coniigu-
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rations into which the centers must be bitted 1s too large
to be manipulated given the number of ceuters avaiiable ior
the examination of this issue. 1f each of the three actav-
ity scales were simply broken down 21nto high mediunm and low
quartiles, then there wouid be nine different configura-
tions. Since only 24 centers have enough data irom whicn to
derive the full set of activaty scores, there would be no
pore than 3-4 centers in each configuration. This 1s too
few to allow for useful zanalyses. The alternative 1s to
deal with each activity score as a single Separate property
so that each :enter vwould have three separate actavaty
scores. Each such score would then be used i1ndividually as

predictors of performance in a Head Start vs. Non head Stert

contrast.

Regional Effects. Another 1ssue Dheeds tO be considered
before a description of the analytic model, the variabuies
ané the findings are presented. This point has to do with

the problem of regional effects.

in Question 1, it was indicated that many of tne covaria-
bles of interest could not be used in an analysis using the
full data base. There are very different processes occur-
ring in the different regions of tne country and to atiempt
an aggregation across all regions would significantly novlle
many analyses. The argument was also made thet because ot
these differences, an attempt to aggregate QacCross Iregiohs
necessarily means that aimportant antormation apout Head
Start wouid be obscured in the process of adjusting tor
regional airfterences. No matter what technlque 1is used to
pake the aggregation of different regions possible, the yoal
would have to be the achieverent of comparabilaity oi essen-
tially non-comparable regions. The fact that these regqaons
are difterent is a matter of high interest to policy makers
and so deserves to be examined rather than obscured. conse-
quently, the strategy adopted for this study is to carry out
the identical analyses 1n each of the important rIeylOns

.

/
[2RW)

- 158 -




(i.e., to block on legions) and to present finaings for eaCh

of the relevant blocks.

In order to aide the reader in considering these find-
ings, a short vignette of each region 1s presented here.

Northeast. Three-quarters of the sample children from
this region are White and almost one-third of ther atteicea
Head Start centers which were at least Y0% White 1pn total
enrollment. Almost all of the Black children attended ali-
Black Head Start center. Although the @mean per capita
income for this sample was the highest of the four reg;ons;
this was generated by the smallest percent (<93i) ot two
working parents families in the four regions. Over bU% ot
the mothers had no more than a high school education and the
mean family size was 4.8Y. Although the Northeast nay ve
thought of as an antensely urbanized area, over two-thirds
of these children came from small towns and farwm areas, aad
only 10% came from large cities.

Southeast. Over 80% of the sample children from thas
region are Black, and vartually all of them attenaed Heaa
Start centers which were over 90% Black in total enrollment.
Over 50% of these children cawe from sSwall towns O IeoInm
areas aund almost all of the remaining caae irom aedium sS12ed
cities. In addition, Y0R of these children were 15 farst
graae rather than in kindergarten because Head Start experi-
ences vere during thear fifth year rather than the tcuity
year which was typical of Head Start chilaren 1in the other
reglons-. More than 2% of these families had two working
parents, but the total family income as well as the mean per
capita income were the lowest in the total sample. More
than 90% of the mothers had no =more than a high school edu-
cation and S57% of them had 1less than a full high school

Course.

Southwest. This sample had the nost equltabie distribu-—~
tion of ethnic grecups of all regiomns: Blacks, Wwhites, anu
Other (Hispanics and native American lndians) were repre-

’ 17
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sented in approximately equal numbers. Over two-thlrds oi
these child caane from small towns, 80% of the mothers had no
more than a high school education, anda 44% of the famiiies
(the highest of all regions) had two parents working. The
mean per capita income was the 1hird highest of all regions,
but because there was an averaye of 5.4 family membels, tue

mean total family income was the highest.

West. 'Mich like the Northeasterm region, three-quarters

of the children are White, over two-thirds come tros szall
towns and rural areas, almost all of whom attenaed centers
with 90% our more White enrollment. However, J4Y% of tne
families had two vbrklng parents, producing the third iowest
total family income. _ This region had the highest percent
(24%) of mothers with more than a high school education, aad
the highest percent of children uho were sent to a non-Head
Start preschool. I1r fact, over 20% ot the Black chxiurén il
the west were sent to "Other preschools," compared to Lo
more than 6% in the other regions. Consequeﬁtly, there was
almost double (16%) the percent cf chilaren who attenced
preschbol for 1-6 months befoe enterang public sCLoOi, COx~

parel to the percent in other regious.

There are sharply different properties to the sSaupie of
children and familaes in each of these regions. In adaa-
tion, there are gquite ditferent Ppatterns of aClivaty
emphases Treported in the Head Start centers across 1lac
regions. These brief descriptions, along with the preva-
ously reported variatious in the patterns of reiationsnip
between the adjusting variables ({famaly and dewoylaphiC
packground factors) and both the preschool variaples alda the
outcope variables, confirms the juagment that 1egiols shouaa
not be aggregated. Analyses should, be done within Leglon.

once this decision 1is made, .1t is necessary 1o xeep 1N
mind that the regional categories simply represcnt a Leaus
of orgapizing patterns of diverse findings. They @O not
account for any of the unique findings. Each regioun 1s uni
que 1an a whole set of Socxal/ethnic/econOmlc/eupcatlonal

; . .
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factors and 1t 1s alerost impossible, with the present data

base, to attempt to relate particuaar findings to particular
aspects o{ the regional differences. For examsple, sSeverald
unique findings for the Southeastern section of the country
will be presented. Since the very largest majority of the
children in Head Start/no preschool contrast in this regicn
are Black children, it is possible to suggest that the tinu-
ings should be attributed to the fact that the childrer are
Black. But the Southeastern region 1s quite different an
several other ipportant respects including the tact that
there is no public kindergarten and that all canaldren an
Bead Start in this region are at very ditferent developuen-

tal levels than the children in the other regions. aajust-
ing for age 1s not at all able to capture the coniounciny

variance, particularly since there are so few Black ChildIen
1n the contrasts carried out in the other regions. Further,
it is not appropriate to coabine Blacu.. children {from the

different regions since the social and personal significance

' nf membership in this etbnic group must vary across reylons.

Certainly the fact thac there 1s no public kinaergarten 1in
the Southeastern region sujgests a very ditferent eaquca-
tional context present 1n this region which cannct be Cap-
tured by the adjusting variables available .in this stuay.
It 1is éhtlrely possible that the unigue findings of +the
Southeast are, for some reason, assoclatedq Onhiy wlth biacx
children, but this cannot be either verified or expiainea an

the present study.

Analytic Procedures. It 1is important to note that tnesc

analyses have been carriead out at the child ievel ot analy-
sis. It is assumed that this 1s the level to whicCh treat-
rent is delivered althbugh many of the policy qgquestious
related to child impact are in fact center level guestions.
The problem. of reduced sample size at the center level ot
aggregation makes the analyses at this level moot. There s
simply too small a nuaber of centers to allowv for am anaiy-
sis at this level. " Thus all outcome analyses have been car-
ried out at the child level. -
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o The model for these analyses is constant for all con-
® trasts. Three SES variables, mother's education, per capita
income, and home stimulation are entered into the eguation
first. Then the two dummy coded ethnicity variabics (biack
vs. ail other caildren, and White vs. all other children)
® are entercd. The remaining variance is then related to the
predictor variable of interest by testing the significance
of the R2 increment produced by the addition of the predic- ’
tor variable to the equation. Thus the contribution ot tne
o predactor variabie is always examined atter the contribu-

tions of the adjusting variables have been removed.

The t uvles presenting tnese findings are organizeca Dby
predictor va.iables and are clustered into sets ot findings
for each region. Thus, the first contrast presented 1s that

of Preschool vs. No Preschool wil:iln €aCn region and across

all regions coabined. This const as. considers the contra-
buticn of enrollment in preschool te the i.tal nodel and
includes in the preschool group all childrem who attended
any preschocl for any length of time. Thus all Bead Start
children,all children who attended Head Start plus another
preschool, and al)! caildren whn attended a non-head Start
preschool are combined into the Preschooli group and con-
trasted to all children who never attendea & preschool prior
to entering Kkindergarten. The out_ome varaiables are ple~
sented in the first column, N®s for the numper of ckildzren
entering into the analysis 1in the second cojugnu, k¥ tor tne
adjusting model only in the next coluzn, the F 101 tne
change 2n R2 contributed by the predictor variable 1n the
next column, and the p value for that F in the sixth columu.
The Temaining columns include the signrficance levels ni the
Bs for each variable in the rull model. The significance of
the B for the predictor variable 1is presented in the iast

column.

tschool ¥s. No Preschool Contrast. The etfects of thas

variable are strongly influenced by Legion (Tables (7.4 to
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Q7.1D). 1In both the Northeast and Southeast regions severad
significant contributions of the preschool variable are
apparent. The most important aspect of these fandiags is
that two of the outcomes of signifticance are tound 1n both
regilonse. These are a reading zeasure and the assertaveness
reasure. The reading effects are not fcund in the other
regions of the country and there is little evadence ©O1 a
trend toward significance for these variables in the South-
west or West. There is, however, some 1indication that for
assertiveness, there 1s a tendency toward sagniticance in
the Western region. Other effects in each of tae regaons
are rare enough to be unigque to «ach region. In all cases
however, the direction ot the effects is in favor ot chii-
dren who a*cended preschool over those who did not.

The variability of samples and effects in the several
regions xould suggest that all but the most robust finaings
would be obscrued 1f the data for all regioins were combined
into a single analysis. Note that the variables involved in
such an aggregation have withstood the test of homogeneity,
so that such an aggregation is permissable. Davergent faind-
ings in each region will tend to cancel out when aggregated,
dowever, and onliy those findings which are consistent acCross
regions will show more significance in the agyregated sample
than in the 4individual regional blocks. Table (7.1L pre-
sents the findings across all regions combinea.

Three outcomes show strong signiticance in tnis aggre-
gated cample: spelling and reading words, written math and
assertiveness. The significance levels here are feavily
infiuenced by the much larger R's of the agyregated sampie
over the individual regions. In all regions except for the
southwest, the preschool variable contributes 2%-3% of “tne
total variance of assertiveness and when these etfects are
aggregated to the total sample, the contribution of Pres-
chcol to this outcome remains very signifacant. This 15 an
effect that transcends region. it 1is small but consi.cent
and may be obscured by the fact that the preschool variabie

-lUij
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includes several kinds of preschool experiences. before
interpreting these findings, it 1s important to sort out tne

several kinds of presckools included here.

P2ad Start ¥s No Preschool Contrast. The eftfects 1n
these contrasts are generally smaller than 1n the overalil
preschool vs no preschool contrast (Tables Q7.2k to Q7.2E).
The only finding which remains consistent across regions has
to do with assertiveness. Once again Head Start children
show a significantly greater contribution to the assertive-
ness than children who did not go preschool, and this holas
in all regions except the Southwest. 1t 15 aimportant to
note that these effects are very similar to the Preschoo. no
Preschool contrast and suggest that the significance of that
variable results from the Head Start coaponent to theé ples—
chool variable. in other wordis, it seems lakeiay that the
reason that the preschool/no preschocl variable 1s effectave
in contributing to assertiveness 1is beCause the preschool
group contains a great many children who went to Head Sturt
and that it 1s Head Start and not preschool generalily that

is responsible for the assertiveness findings.

The same logic vould dictate that the effects in tne
other outcome variables which were found in thne preschooli/no
preschool contrast, and which tend to drop out when the
preschool variable is reduced to the Head Starti compohent,
are the result of the other non Head Start preschool chil-
dren. Thus, the hypothesis of greatest plausabitaty indi-
cates that effects of the preschool variable in academlcC
areas is the contribution of non Head Start pPreschoor and
the effects in assertiveness are the contraputiol of Head
Start. in order to consider this hypothesis, 21t 1S necC:. 5~

sary to contrast Head Start with other preschool.

Head Start vs Other Preschool. Once again, there are no
effects of this variable in the Southwest region. There is,

however, a pattern in the remaining regions which 1s remark-

- 364 =19




able (Tables Q7.32A to Q7.3E). There are several i1nstances

of academic effects ot this variable and consistent etfects
on the assertiveness variable. these effects are comnsistent
across regions so that when aggregated to the full sawple,
the etfects are clear and large. However, in every case, 1n
every region, the sign of the beta indicates that the Head
Start children show significantly higher scores on asser-
tiveness, and the non Head Start preschoolers show higher
scores than the Head Start «<children on acauemlC Beasures.
This represents a substantial verafication of the hypothesas
suggested above, that when preschool exjperienCes show
effects, they are differential eifects depending upon
whether the poreschool experience 1s Head Start or some
other xind ot preschooi experience. The major coantrabution
of Head Start to the developmenial process ot children is 1in
the arez measured by the assertiveness variable. This is al
almost universal =tfect in the ~reseat sample ana ohe whicCh
must seriously be expanded when the full stor) ot head Start

is considered.

It is necessary to note that the non-Head Stari pres-
choolers come from families with generally higher levels of
mothers?' education, family income, and home staimulation tac-—
tors, although these variablies have been used as adjusting
variables in the analytic model. when these non-Heaa Start
children wvho w@ent to preschool are contrasted 10 Children
who did not go to pieschool, th.re are again some instances
of higher academic performance of the preschool Chnilure€ii.
In this case, the children who did not go to preschool have
a slightly higher SES than the c¢hnildren who went to fres-
chool and this difference in background 1s adjusted witn the
same variables used in all analyses studies Treported here.
Finally, it should be noted that in no instanCe dic the
children who did not go to preschool show any higher perror-
mance than the children who did go to preschool.

There are two x~jionally-based patterns of effects with
respect to the Head Start findings that should Le mentioned.

[\
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Regional effects are ubaguitous although they Seem 1h these
analyses to be randox in thear distribution. Two taindings
are remarkable hnowever. The first is that Head Start chil-
dren in the Western regions of the country (West ana south-
west) show fewer differences between themselves and §mllaren
who either did not go to preschool or those who went to or
preschools than Head Start children in the Eastern regicns
(Northeast and Southeast) of the country. In the «kest
region (as opposed to the Southwest) Head Start chilaren
showed higher scores only on assertiveness and Joined the
Head Start children in the Southwest 1n showing no other
differences with any centrast group. In fact, the Southwest
Head Start children did not show any difterences in asser-
tiveness, which is the most ubiquitous finding of all. iIn
general, the Head Start children 1n the West region showed
dif ferences when compared to other children only oOn asser-
tiveness. Head Start children in the Southwest region axd
not show even this difference. When these eftects in the
Western regions are combined with the somewhat mo.e exten-
sive and variable effects of the Eastern regions (see pelow)
to form a hational picture of Heaa Start etfects, reqgionadl

patterns cancel each other out.

The second regional pattern is in the eastern parts of
tle country. Here the Head Start children appear to be
doing less well on some reading and math measulres than chil-
dren who went to other preschools, but they continue tO
receive higher scores on assertiveuess than children wno
vent to other preschools. This 1s saimilar to the tancangs
when Head Start children are contrasted to children who aid
not go to preschool at all. Wi 1 acaaemic diiferences occur
in these ccntrasts, they a2re in favor or ithose wioO dad net
go to preschool. Head Start children receive higher scores

on assertiveness when compared to no prescpoooi chiinren.




Copclusions

There are several findings of interest that neea to Dne
considered here. The first 1is the relatively coasistent
finding that public school teachers rate Head Start childrien
significantly higher on the Asiertiveness scale than they
rate other children in their classrooms. This tanding is
discussed extensively in - the next chapter on teacher percep-
tions and will be mentioned briefly here.

There seems to be strong evidence that Assertiveness 1s a
property perceived in Head Start children by publiié scnoeci
teacherse which 1s not perceived by them to the same externt
in non- Head Start children whether or not these children
attended a preschool. 1t is dafficult to tell whether tnis
is 2 self selection factor such that the kind of parents wno
choose to send their children to Head Start also provide tne
xind of developmenial environment which facilitates isSser-
tivepess or whether this is & true consequence of something
unique in Head Start. The finding is apparent in a1l ot the
regions except the Southwestern region anpd this tact couid
support either explanation. The fact that Assertiveness 1s
seen in such a diverse group of children (when very lattle
else is so broadly found) suggests that the eifect 1s most
reasonably attributed to Head Start. The fact that the
effect is not found 1n the one region in the country where o
great many Hispanic children are located suggests that sone
pre Head start factor may be operative. Hispani. fariiies
paT tend to value assertiveness less than Black families anda
the lower Assertive scores may reflect these diiferences in
cultural orientat-on rather than a Head stait effect. There
is one finding which mitigates against the self seiection
notion and that can be seen in Table 07.2C, Head Start v¥s RO
Preschool (Southwest) . There, several significant betas are
recorded for the BLACK variable 1in predicting WRAT suptest
scores. The signs of all of these betas are negative indi-
cating that Black children were doing significantiy less

well than Other children on those subdtests. However, tor

Q' £
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the Assertiveness score, the BLACK variable 1s not signifi-—-
cant indicating that with respect to Asserciveness, thelre
vas no difference in the adjusted scores tor the Black anc
Other children. in adc¢ition, when these same analyses welc
run separately for each ethnic group within each regqion, 1t
was only an the Southwest that all Head Start groups talied
to show any significant findings for Assertiveness. The
interpretaticn of this could be that it 1s not the specCladl
contribution of Hispanic children that deminished the Asser=
tiveness score, but that for some reason Head Start 1n the
Southwest did not generate higher scores on this progerty.
The interpretation 1s not an attractive one however, sSince
the Southwest, dominated as 1t is by Haspanic cultuie, may
produce a different attitude toward Assertiveness 1u black
fapilies in that region than found 1n black families 1nL
other regions ¢f the country. There 1s, 1h other wWolds, Lo
wvay of decidir what the source of the daifference 1s betweel
the Assertiveness findings 1n the Southwest comparea tG the
assertiveness findings elsevhere. what 1is impressive 1S
that assert{iveness seems to be so xuch a part of Heaa Start
graduates in so many diverse Pplaces. in the next chapter,
it is suggested that this fainding may help to explain why
long term effects of sowe preschools include at reductich ot
the nusber of at-risk children Assertiveness woula certaln.y
contribute to the ability to resist an at-risk syhdroze.
The point here however 2is that hssertiveness does seei to pe
a consequence of Head Start, but it is not at all cleal itiou
anything in this data base, why this woula be sO. Future
work surely must pay attentaon to this problems hefore neaa

Start can be meanaingfully improved 1in any way.

The second finding ot interest is that preschool frrograms
seem to be associated with a 1tew higher academic scolies {as
neasured vy the WKAT) when compa~ed to no preschool expeli-
“elices. I+ 3ie only 1n iae SStineast that Head Stari, as &
kind of preschool, appears to be resPUHD;bl:m—F5? tna
eftect. It should be noted that this fanding is gelierally
consistent with the findangs of the original transition

(O
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study. There it was reported that Black Head Start
children, when contrasted to other Blacsx chnildren exhibitea
a Yvalue Added™ academic pertormance level attr:iputabie to
Head Start. The secondary analysis can serve to cast light

on this finding in two vays.

Pirst, the "Value Added"™ contrabution of Head Start to
Black children occurs almost exclusively to the childreun of
the Southeast. There are no Elack Head Start scores which
exceed Black Non-Head Start scores in the Northedsc or West
and one smull, non-significant fanding in tavor of Elack
Bead Starters in the Southwest. However, the largest major-
ity of Black children in this sample are found in the bSoutn-—
east so that it is still not entirely clear whether this 1s
a site or ethnic eftect.

Second, the original analysis basec the Value Acded zna—
lysis on a single, total WRAT score. The secondary analyses
utilized a set of WRAT sub scores generated frem 4a tactor
analytic procedure. These analyses revealed positive DLlaCk
Head Start effects in the Southwest on just taree (out ot
eight) sub scores, indicating some specifiic but not easaly
explained -~ftects of Head >tart on this particular group ot
children.

Once again, there is nothaing in the head Start prograws
of the Southeast that can account tor these advantages (ana
disadvantages). The etfect could be becduse these chilalen
are almost exclusively Biack, or because they come from
lower socioeconomic conditions, or because they are a year
older than most ot the other Head Start children, orf recCause
there is something unigque about the Southeast. it i1s uot
clear vhy any of these factors could serve to make Heaa
Start effective in 3 subtests of the WHAT and not in othelrs.
What is cleaYr is that this issue Deeds to ve examined 1in
much greater detail than this data base allows 1n order to

fully understand and utilaze it.
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_ The third finding of interest is that the pattern ol aca~<
demic effects is so strangely distributed across rIegions of
the country. The regions do represent supstantially dxiter-
ent psychoeducational environments and 1n order for Heaa
start to profit froa this, 1t 1s necessary to understana 1t
PY considerably more 1ntimately than now as possible. 21f there

is any major direction for research wnich Heaa Start should

take i1n the future it is the understanding ot these complex

educatiocnal 1ssues. This 1s 1likely to be the direction
® needed in order to increase significantiy the 21mpact leac

Start might have in diminishing the cycle of poverty.

The final point that should be made is about the low maeg-
nitude of relationship between the activities emwphasized 11
the center and the performance of the childrean. it 1s axf-
ficult to draw the conclusion that there is no relationshiy
between the events experienced by a child over the course ot
a year 1n Head Start and the xind of performance the chiia
exhibits in a testing situation ain public school. In the
judgment of the present vriters, such as conclusion shoula
not be drawn. Simply on the grounds of experimental desigu,
that one cannot prove the null hypothesis, such a conciusion
is not justified. However, there are several other l1SSues
having to do with measurement rather than desiyn which sug-

gests that suchn a conclusion .s inappropriate.

® The measurement of the activities at the Center was
accomplished Ly judgments of the center directors. The
shor+comings of tusic method, as opposed to direct observa-
tion of classrvom events are obvious. In adaaition, the
O assumption that all children in the sanple received the
treatment defined by these judgments was discussed 1n Chap~
ter 1 of this report and found seriously wanting. it 1s Dot
at al) certain that the activity emphasis which was taggec
@ to each child in our saaple did 1n fact represent the exper-
iences received by that child. It is also likely that the
true curriculum delivered to each chilu was considerably

more diffuse and multidimensional than the single activity
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emphasis score implied. One major xreason why center ativi-

ties and child outcomes did not relat~ to each other i1s that
activities as curriculu» was prosably measured with a great

deal of unreliabilaty.

The second reason why the conclusion of null eftects ot
curriculua is inappropriate is that the outcone measures, 1h
particular the WRAT, are not the appropriate “measures ior
the outcome of a preschool prograkR. 1t -is likely that the
preschool prograr administered in the Southeast region where
the children of Kinﬁergarten ege rather than preschooliers
nmight appropriately be measurea by an acadexic achievewent
instrumsent, but this is not true for programs designeud 1Or
4-5 year olds. The dominant developmental task of this -age
is the acgquisition of prosocial skills an a peer envaron-
mnente. Exploring the envaironment 1is attractave to chilaren
of this age, but the full excitement of accumulatiny the
pieces of inforamation whica are characterastically iouna 21n
the achievement tesis, and definately characterastic ot the
¥RAT, does not occur untii a little after the preschood
years. the WRAT, in other vord may not be the most appro-
priate way of measuring the kind of curriculum fcund 1n Heaa
Starte.

Whereas it ought not be expected that larye acadebilc
gains are the likely outccmes o0f a preschool jprogran,
effects such as Assertiveness probably ought to be expecCted
from substantial prograss. The fact that only weak rela-
tionships between this effect and the measured activity
emphasis of the center could be identifiea is, in the Juayg-
ment of the preseut write., supportive of the notioa that
the activities of the center were poorly measuUred. Thexe 1s
every reason to conclude, therefore, that the best direction
for future Head Start rescarch 1s toward the development of

useful measures of educational input.
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TABLE Q7.1A

Summary of Regression Analyses
Preschool Versus No Preschool Contrast

Northeast Region

. Significance of b's
variable N R“; Riutnl ¥ Stgn. MAED]  PERCAP | nOMESTM2 | BLACK WHITE \a'::wr/m

Spell & Read Words 346 .010 .014 1.5¢4
Name Letters 346 126 125 .52 ant «* #* .
Copy Marks 36 | 126 | 134 4.01 * ant ot *
Letter Recognltlon 346 .039 .039 .00 #xt
Wricten Hath 146 017 ¢ .022 1.50 i
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 346 .075 .077 .13 an®
Oral Math 1 (Difffcult) w6 | .073 ) .075 .74 axt
Count Lng bots 356 .037 .J38 .10 «*
All American 289 .080 .091 3.3 ant
Assertlive 289 . 004 .055 14.92 kk e

* jmplies p ¢ .05

*%{yplies p < .01

+/-indicates divection ¢t b

Q




TABLE Q7.1B

Summary of Regression Analyses
Preschool versus No Preschool Contrast

‘ Southeast Region
- Significance of b's
Varishle N 2 2 F Sign. MAED |  PERCAP | HOMESTN2 |  BLACK WHLTE PRE/
A Total 20 PRE
Spellas Read Words 34 | 164 | o167 1.16 wxt xxt o
Name letters 314 .015 .017 .87
Copy Marks 314 | .036 | .049 4. 44 * ot «*
letter Recognltfon na | .029 | .029 .18 A
ritten Hath na | oo | ais 1.79 ant ant xet
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 14 .003 .021 5.72 * ot
yal Math 11 (Difffeule) { 314 | .054 | .064 3.26 o . *”
ount ing Dots 314 .017 .019 .59
A1 American 48 | .089 | .09 .25 axt
R

Assertive - 248 | .o12 | .028 4.01 * xt

* fuplies p < .05 »
**{mplies p < .0}
t/- iIndicates direction of b

1o
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TABLE Q7.1C - . -
Summary ‘of Regressian, Analyses
Prescho6l versus No Preschool Contrast -

‘ : ! - . Southwest Region.,
- -'
. | ! SQignfficance of b's
N
2 2 ‘ PRE/
. X ” ACKH
Varfable N R'\ an“‘l F Sign. MAFD PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHETE %0 PRE
: * xat «t
pell § Read Words 188 13t .150 3.95
ame Totters . 188 A3 ) .03 *x
s -
wpv Marks 188 .167 77 2.03 hk
.etrer Recognition 188 .0)9 .039 - .02
) +
srftten ath 188 | .067 .083 3.16 L
wal Math § (Easy) 188 { .107 | 112 .98 v A
dral Math 11 (Difftcule) | 188 | .082 | .083 .02 ) e
ount Ing Dots 188 | .o60 | .070 .} 1.92 , i x!
11 Amerfcan 157 .210 2131, .53 xt at ak” 'y
ssertive 157 | .060 | .060 .01 v
* {mplies p < .05
khfmpliea p < .01
+/~indicates directfon of b
$)
v
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TABLE Q7.1D

' Summary of Regression Analyses
Preschool versus No Presichool Contrast
‘ West Region

Significance of b's

2 2 PRE/
Varlable R} Rigeat] F Sign MAED | PERCAP | HOMESTNMZ | BLACK wiTe | e

i n

i .
Spell & Read Words 2¢4 .030 .032 .40 «*
L)
Shwe Lettors 20 | 093 ] .09 .01 a* «!
+ + - - .
Cpr Marks 266 | .205 | .206 .13 * Ak T X

t By

L;tlcr Recoynition 264 .024 .028 .99
writtea lath 264 L0647 .054 1.70
_joxal Hach I (Easy) 264 .074 .074 .01 * *
Oral Math II (Difficult) 264 . 089 .089 .01
Counting Duts 266 | .om | .o32 .13 a
All American 206 .163 164 .09 *h ke

Agsertive 206 . 080 105 5.51 * * *

* fmplies p ¢ .05
*xfmplies p < .01 )
+/-indicates direction of L .
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----- - TABLE Q7.1E
. Summary of Regression Analyses
y
Preschool versus No Preschool Contrast
. All Regions
bt
Significance of b's
variable N r2 RZ F St MAED PERCAP HOMESTMZ BLACK WHITE PRE/
artable ' A Total gn. ‘ HESTY g 1 o res
+
Spell § Read Words 112 | .o19 | .03 | 12.17 Kk ant xx
' a
Yame Letters 1112 .028 .029 1.99 . xk ] axt
Copy Marks 1112 043 .043 .01 wt
jl.etter Recognition 1112 .007 .007 A7
written Jlath 1112 .014 .027 15.05 *k T «t axt
, +
oral Mach I (Easy) 1112 .021 .024 3.52 * k&
+ +
Oral Math LU (Difficult) | 1112 .042 .042 .12 x Ak
Counting Dots 112 | .009 | .009 .03 xt
+ ¥ + -
All American 900 L1146 114 .31 Ak *k Ak *k
+ +
Assertive 900 .012 .033 19.74 *k * Kk
* implies p < .05
kXimplies p < .0l
+/- indicates direction of b
(B
o J
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TABLE Q7.2A

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast
Northeast Region

] Significance of b's
\ariable Iy R‘2\ so[dl F Sign. MAED PEICAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITF ’\l()sl‘{{f
Spell & Read Words 218 .022 .022 .03
Hame Letters 218 | .097 | .09 .00 axt
Copy Marks 278 | .ns | 2 | 29 a
Letter Recognition 218 | .049 | .049 .04 we!
Written :I.uhA ~ 278 .0l .012 .47
oral Mach 1 (Easy) 218 | 092 | .093 14 *)**
Oral Math [1 (Difficult) 2/8 .047 .063 4.52 * ** *
Gount ing Pots 218 .01 012 .32
All American 235 | .03z | .106 | 6.2 * st *”
Assertive 235 | .006 | .085 | 19.56 *x axt
* implies p < .05
**implies p <.0l
t/-indicates direction of b
(1
LA

O
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TABLE Q7.2B
~ —
Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast
Southeast Region
5
Significance of b's
. 2 2 . o . . H.S./
Variable N R, Riotal ¥ Sign. MAED VERCAT uf).msmz BLACK WHITE o PRE
Spell & Read Words 282 .030 .031 .24
Neme lLetters 242 | .083 | .085 47 axt
Copy Marks 242 .039 051 3.14
letter Recognition 242 .046 .048 .46 xt L
Written ltath 242 .025 .027 .47
oral Mat> 1 (Lasy) 242 |.o15 | .029 | 3.5 * x*
Oral Math 11 (Difficule) | 242 | .048 | .060 2.94 *” .
Counting Dots 242 .003 .003 .15
A1l American 181 124 | 128 .18 *x”
*

Assertive 181 .0 .039 5.04 * *

* implies p < .05

**impiies p < .01

+/-indicates direction of b
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TABLE Q7.2C

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contras
Southwest Region

7

Significance of b's
'- 2 2 ) i ) , H.S./

Variable o R‘\ RToLnl F Sign. MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITF NG PRE
Spell & Read Words 148 | .047 { ..050 .37
Kame Letters 148 123 128 .43 Ll
Copy Marks 148 | .232 | .252 | 3.89 * *" < *x" . #*
Letter Recognition ‘ 148 .039 .039 .02 t\
Kritren tach 1a8 | .035 | .040 .85 i
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 148 | 110 | .9 1.42 Kx"
Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 148 | .075 085 1.50 ar”
Count ing Dots 148 | .065 | .079 2.01
ALl American | vea | 202 | 203 25 ot +* + "
Assert Ive 124 | .062 | .066 .59 i .

* implies p € .05 -

**juplies p < .01
+/-indicates direction of t
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TABLE Q7.2D

Summary of Regresscio;m Analyses "
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast
West Region

Stgnificance of b's

Variable Y4 R‘Z\ R:-;Otal F Sign. MAED "ERC:\PI HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE :l(;si;l/([:
Spe ¢ & Read Wards 178 | .039 | .045 1.06 *"
Name Letcers 178 | 3 | a3 .01 #*
Copy Marks 178 .259 1260 .14 ) ** ot *:- w"
Letter Recognition y7s | .037 | .039 .32
wraitten dath 178 .018 .019 .25
Oral Machel (Easy) 178 | 136 | .136 .01 axt e
Oral Math 11 (Difftcule) | 178 | 127 | .128 13 +*
Counting Dots 178 | .047 | .0a7 .00 o
All American 14 |aes faes | oo ! !
Assertive 1aq | .073 | 27 8.49 ot - at

* jmplies p < .05
**implies p < .0]
+/-indicates direction of b

O
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Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast
All Regions

TABLE 07.2E

Significance of b's

' : 2 2 N PEACAT MESTM? anrre | WS-/
variable N R, Rloeal F Sign. MAED ECAT HOMESTM?2 BLACK : NO PRL
Spell & Read Words ga6 | .017 | .017 .22 x
+
Kame Letters gu6 | .026 | .026 .09 ** Ax
+
Copy Marks 846 . 047 047 .00 bl
Letter Recognition 846 .007 .008 .96
+
Lritten !Math 846 .014 .016 1.55 A
» +
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 846 .028 .029 1.14 e
- + +
Oral Math 11 (bifficult) 846 .032 .032 .28 * *
i)
Counting Dots 846 011 .012 .04
+ 4 -
All American 684 .116 .118 1.65 Ak Ak i
+ +
Assertive * 684 .008 . 054 32.65 ke * *k
- % tmplies p <.05
Aximplies p < .0l
+/-indicates direction of b
€3 )
Q o 2
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TABLE Q7.3A

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus Other Preschool Cortrast
Northeast Region

Significance o

n.s./
OTHER

Variable i R . PERCAP HOMESTM2 WHITE

Spell & Read Words B

Name lLetters

Copy tacks

letcer Recognitivn
ritten lath

oral Math I (Easy)

Oral Math 11 (1fficult)
Counting Dots

All American

Assertive

* fmplics p « -05
*¥*japlies p < .01
t/-indicotes divection of b
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TABLE Q7.3B

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus Other Preschool Contrast
Southeast Region
-
l& .
Significance of b's :
P Variable ! rl R2 F Sign. MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK warre | WS/
A iotal - ! OTHER
Spell & Read Words 234 .209 .258 15.02 Kk «F 'ty
Nare Letters 234 .029 1 .029 .00 ~
+
Copy Marks 236 | .oa1 | .042 .41 o
Letter Recognition 234 .048 _.061 3.22 st e
. + + -
tyritten llath 234 218 .269 10.35 k% * * ki
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 234 .005 .008 65
- +
Oral Math 11 (Difffcult) 234 .084 .085 .30 w* *
+
Count fng Dots 234 .020 | .046 6.18 * *
- +
All American 189 135 .147 2.55 «* *
Assertive 189 .039 .050 2.07
N

* fmplies p < .05
*kimplfces p < .01
+/-indicates direction of b
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Summary of Regression Analyses

TABLE Q7.3C

Head Start versus Other Preschool .Contrast

Southwest Region

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g
Sienificance of b's
. . 2 2 - . H.5./
variable 5 R R F Sign. warp] .PERcaP | woMEsTM2 | BLACK VHITE
A fotal : OTHER
Spell & Read Words 1o | .23 | .224 1.62 aat
Name Letters 119 221 .230 1.37 ar"
Copy Marks 19 | .1re | s .01 x” A
Letter Recognit fon 119 .025 .033 .87
fritten jlath 119 .099 .103 .43 ot
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 19 | .56 | 156 .28 L
Oral Math Il (Difficult) e | .us | .13 2.67 aa"
Count ing Dots 119 .057 .061 .43
All American 103 | .232 | .239 .93 aa
Asscertive 103 .082 .092 .99
* {mplies p < .05
**{mplies p < .0l ;
t/-1ndicates direction of b
2
o S




TABLE Q7.3D

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus Other Preschool Contrast
West Region

Sienificance of b's
Variable % r2 Rf_ F Sign. wip]  percar | wovesmrz | wack | e |54
~ - ‘ stal OTHER

Spell & Read Words 173 | 036 | .060 | 4.24 * *-
\idre Letters 173 | .070 | .on .22
Copy Marks 173 .170 173 .68 TR
Letter Recognition 173 . 045 .045 .02
ritten fach a3 ) o.o9s | o.uis | 3.5 x at x”
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 173 .075 .076 .30
Oral Math Il (Pafficulr) 172 | .098 | .099 11
Counting Pors 173 .022 .022 .05
All American 135 | 148 | .149 15 ant
Assercive 135 076 . 08¢ .61

A fuplies p ¢ .05
*  kkippliea p < .01
t/-lndicates direction of b
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TABLR‘Bfm \ .
- Summary of Regression Analyses
S
Head Start versus Other ‘Preschool Contrast
All Regions Y,
by { VY
1 - < 2
A
Sivn“’)c.‘mcc of h's
Vartable N 12 &> F Sigr MAED PLRCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE u.s./
artable . N- A Total gn. MAL : > J OTHER
+ -
Spell & Read Vords 755 .036 .on 33.90 Rk * ) Ak
+ - + -
Name letters 755 .029 .038 6.79 e * * ki,
N - +
Copy Marks 755 .03} .031 12 * ol
Lecter Recognition 755 .009 .ol11 1.32
+ -
Uritien ilath 755 | .025 | .060 | 28.23 * . * *
+
Oral Math 1 (Easy) 755 .020 .024 2.96 *
s + -
Oral Math 11 (Difficulc) 755 .043 .052 7.42 AK * ke
f .
Count ing Dhots L 755 .007 .009 1.57
. N + 4 + - -
All American . 609 .113 123§ 6.91 R4 * bl Ll ol e
) +
Asser tive 4 609 .009 \028 12.02 L] I AR
?
* fwplies p ¢ .05
kxjwplies p < .01
t/-indicaces direction of b \h\
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Question 8: Teacher Ferceptions of Head Start Chaildren

The original analysis of peblic school teachers' rating
of children in their classroons showed that Head Start chial-
drer were generally rated higher on some social motivational
factors than other children. The interpretation of these
findings is ditficult until the meanings underlying these
ratings are detereined. The purpose of the present analysis
is to extend the examination of teacher ratings to clarify
their meanings, tc establish a set of scales that would
reliably reflect these meanings, and to determine the rela-
tionship between teacher ratings of Head Start chilaren and
family background characteristics of the children as well as

their academic performance.

In order to deal with these issues, the teachers® latings
of children, as measured by subscales on the ScChaeier
Teacher Rating Scales and the Eeller Teacher Rating Scales,
were factor analyzed. Two clear and 1independent factors
emerged. They represent the two major disensions oif meaning
which underly the teacher ratings. These factors are:

I. The All Ameraican Child, composed of a combipnation oi
the following:
Independence in learning
Not introverted
Task oriented
Popular with other chiidren
Likely to be a high academic achiever
Capable of asking for held when needed without

fear or gquilt

II. Assertiveness, composed of a comrbanztion O1 the foi-
lowing:
Enjoyment of and desire to huve social contact
with adults
Enjoyment of and daesire to have social contact
‘' with other children
Agéressively relates tc others
Low tolerance for trustration or intrusion.
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Utilizing factor scores each child was scored on these

tvo scales to represent teachers® perceptions discussed in
the -next secticns.

Do public school teachers' perceptions of Heada Start
children vary accoding to family background? of the
children?

Kindergarten teachers tend to perceive children from higher
income families in which there is more stimulating materiais
in the home as higher on the All American Child scale. That
is, teachers perceive these children as more popular, pre-
sistent, task oriented, high achievers, friendly and outgo-
ing.

On the other had, teachers do not judge the assertiveness
of children according to the character of the family bacx-
ground.

Is there a relationship between teachker perceptions of
children and their social and academic performance 1in
kindergarten?

Children who are rated high by teachers on the All Amera-
can Scale do achieve at higher levels than chilaren who are
rated by teachers to be 1low on the scale. On the other
hand, children who are rated high on the Assertiveness scale
have the same distribution of academic scores as chilaren
who are rated low by teachers. 1t 1s possible that teacher
perceptions of children on some properties such &s persis-
tence, popularity, arnd independence are influenced by the
family packground of the child and in turn 1influence the
academic performance of the child. However, teacher vating
of Assertiveness appears unrelated to the family backgrouna
of “he <child and has no influence on the academic perfor-
mance of the cnild.
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Technical Discussion

The interpretation of teacher ratings 15 a diffacult task
generally but it is particularly datficuit in the case of
the Transition study data base. There are two approaches tou
tbis task. In the first approach it is necessary to dastibh-
guish between the cont:ibutlbn of the teacher to the ratungs
from the contribution of the characteristics of the children
to the ratings. Teacher bias and response tendencies are
well known factors which can influence ratings, and there
are a nurber of reasons to expect that these factors will be
operative in this case. 1In order to partial out the teacher
contribution, it is necessary to have each teacher make a
large number of ratings of a large number of children ana tc
deteraine the consistencies of ratings over catejories of
children. Unfortunately the requisite number of ratings are
not available so that some alternate methods will have to be
devised.

The second approach is to determpine the content validaity
of the rating scales themselves. The most reasonable w®ay 1O
deal with this problem is througn concurrent validity proce-
dures, correlations among sets of ratings. For exaxple, 1t
is important to know what the teachers intended to communi-
cate wher they made judgments of the children as high or low
in aggression/hostility. These personality characteristics
are not directly interpretable. Both aggression ana hostaii-
ity are perfrectly reasonable responses of any indivadual to
particular situations. They become inappropraate *hen tney
are applied to situastions in which their expression 1S
either harmful to others in a non-productive manner, or 1D
which they are inadvertantly harmful to the individual
expressing thesm. These behaviors can be seen as daesarabie
outcorxes of the aevelopmental process by some teachers and
undesireable by others in such a way that these ditierert
perceptions are not at all contradictory. #WKhat 1s necessary
is the determination of tﬂe meanings which raters associdatw
with these personality characteriztlcs. Since there 1s a

<
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great number of other ratings of personality properties made
by the same teachers about the same children, correlations
of aggression/hostility ratings with all tne other ratings
will shed a good deal of light on these associated meunings.
If all the corelations of all the variables are soxted out
into coherant groups ot variables by a factor analytic tech-
nique, then the meanings ascribed to the personality charac-
teristics should emerge from the clusters. Factor struc-
tures provide measures of 1increased stability ana are
therefore of greater value than the inaiviaual variabies
taken alone. Of course, once a factor structure 1s establ-
ished, each factor can serve as a single variable and can »he

related toc other conceptually meaningful variables a&s weil.

There 1s one other reason for adopting a tactor analytic
approach even though the original study had estaplishea sev-
eral ve “tors of teacher ratings. The vectors establishea bvYy
the original 2anvestigators were 3Judgsental rather than
empirical. That is, the vectors Were constructea by combin-—
ing those scales which seemed 10 the 1hvestigators to clus-
ter together on theoretical grounds. In order to determine
the appropriate intergretation of these vectors, tne 1logic
of clustering cannot be assuamed, 1t must rather be tested.
It is necessary to search the full set of ratings to sce
which unanticipated variables cluster with each vector in

order to check the interpretation.

-

One further reason for redoing the ccunstruction o1f vec-
tors is that several instances of incorrect scoringy vere
discovered in" the original analysas. in part:cular,
ins{ances in which the polaraty of an item vas DOt reversed
in order to be consistent with the direction of the scale
were noted.. The scale values were, therefore, not alsays
correct. Once these changes were made, 1t was reasonable 1o
then submit the full set of scalw:s t. 3 completely empirical
analysis. This process will first be described and then tue
task of sorting out the teacher response bias will wve

addressed.




The two a1nstruments which were used to collect teacuer
ratings of the children were the Schaeter Classroom Behavior
Inventory and the Beller Rating Scales. The Scales rrom
each of the instruzents, 1listed below, were entered 1n1i0 &
principal components analysis, varimax rotation. 7Two compo-
nents were rotated and the summary of these factors are pie-

sented in Table Q8.1.

Schaefer Classroom Behavior Inventory

Task Orientation

Extroversion/introversion
Hostility/tolerance

Popularity (single .tem)

Expectation of Child academic performance
(single iten)

Beller kating Scales
Autonomous Achievement Striving
Aggression
Adult Dependency
Child Dependency
Dependency Contlict

The tirst factor contained six scales whose loaaing were
very high (.63 to .82) and which served to define the najor
property of the factor. These scales were (1n orcer of
loading) Autonomous Achievement Striving, Extroversiou. Task
orientation, HBigh Acacemic Expectation, Popular, Low bepen-
dency Conflict. The polarity of the scalgs as tney I€laled
to the factor are reflectéd in the names of the scCaie.
Thus, high scores in thas factor woula describe chilaren who
are high on each of these scales. There vwele no other sca-
les which loaded higher than .33 on thas factor soO that it
is appropriate to consider the intevpretation inh terns ot

the six highly loaded scales.

An autonomous, extroverted, task oriented, popular, non-
conflicted child who leads the teacher to expect hlgh aca~

demic achievement gives tbe impression of a maturle, rLatael

2!
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ideal youngster. We ieli that a most appropriate nawmes tor
this factor 1s "The All Ameraican Child*®. The factoir scoring
procedure was based on the sum of the products of the staua-
ardized raw scores times the factor loadaings walcCch 1&g
desiyned to capture the full variance accounted for oy the
factor while maintaining the independence of the factor from
all other factors.

The second factor was defined by four scales whose loaa-
ing ranged from .67 to .84. These scales (1n order of loeaa-
ing) were Child Dependency, Adult Dependency, Aggression,
Hostility. There were no other scales whach loaded higher
than .37 so that it is appropriate to interpre” thais tactor
in terms of these four scales.

1t should be noted that the behaviors which descripe the
adult and the child dependency scales (Talle Q8.2) retlect a
desire on the part ot the child to pe close to, to be recog-
nized by, and to be accepted by others. At the sanme time,
these behaviors 1indicate a willingness to ask others ior
help at critical times. Note also that the measure cf
dependency conflict, the tear of expressing a need oOr cuesire
to be close to others, does not load on this tacior. Thus,
this factor can be interpreted to refer to chilaren who are
oriented positively toward other people and who can accept
clcseness from them without fear or anxiety. Thils 1s u
mature behavior pattern. How then would the prLesence ot

hostility and aggression 1n this factor be accounted {or?

The most reasonable interpretation is +that & chiiu ¥wno
has mature and positive attitudes towards others 1s conixr-
dent enough 1n his own status to exhibit strong resistence
to the encroachment by others into his psycholcjicali space.
Intrusion, i.e., an attempt by another to displace one froam
one's own space, 1is a difficult force to resist Dy youug
children and can only be done while maintaining a relatively
positive attitude toward other people generally. Thus 1t is
a child who has a positive attitude toward relatiag witd

others and who robustly resists intrusiveness who cerves as
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the referent for teachers who provided these ratings.
However, these kindergarten teachers tend to label thas
robust and assertive way in which a child stands u}j 1Ol hls

rights as agyressive and hostiie.

The Beller scales, which were usea to 4gather these
teacher judgments, facilitates the confusion between asser-—
tive defense of one's own space and anti-social hostility by
deliberately excluding the intent of the child®s physicadl
action from the rating criteria. The behaviors involived 1n
resisting intrusion, or in being assertive, are very samilar
to those involved in being overtly hostile. Unless the
intent of the action is included i1n the crateria for juug-
ment, it is possible to make the sase judgment for two guiie
different intents. 1t seems reasonable that the judgment of
n"wagressive®® wvhen combined with a judgment of ""depenaent
upon (i.e., likes and enjoys being with) adults and cnili-
dren™ should be interpreted as assertive and Tropust 1n the
resistance to intrusion. This is further supportea by the
finding that such behaviors as “cocky", ™outgoing®, “selt
serving and attention demanding® (i.e., extroversion) are
not associated with this pattern oif positive attituades
tovards people and aggressiveness. For these reasons, we
felt that an appropriate name for this factor is "Assertive-
ness®. The factor scoring procedure 1s the same as for the
"1l American Chila® factor which results 1in two factors

entirely uncorrelated with each other.

Once the factor scores have been established, the task ot
determining theig_appropriate interpretation can be extended
to the relation of these scores to other conceptually intor-
mative measures. The only other source of data for tnis
task is in the judgments the children make of themseaves.
Unfortunately there are no judgments ot the children pmaade DY
parents which can aid in the ainterpretation of tne Leacher
ratings, so that children self judgaents are the only source
of concurrent validaty. Two sets ot scores are availatie

for this procedure. , The first are the friendshbap choeicCes




and the second are the self judguents npade on the Values

Inventory for Children.

The Priendship choices measure was rejected for thas
procedure because it 1s itself highly ambiguous. The chila
is asked to name his fraends in his class. The score 1s a
count ot the number of friends named. The response to this
qguestions is confounded with memory, envy, desire to be
liked, social sensitavity, and many other subtle factors.
The interpretation of this meashre as aa 1indicator of
friendships is highly suspect and consequently the use of
such an ambiguous scale is rejected as a basis for determan-—
ing the validity of the teacher ratings.

The Values Inventory for Children (VIC) 1s a psychometri-
cally stable instrument which was further stablized 1n the
current study by submitting the several scales to & tactor
analysis (praincipal componants solution, varimax rotation}).
Two factors emerged, both ot which are interpretable. Table
Q8.3 summarizes the factor structure.

The first factor (VIC 1} 1is detined by the highly loaded
scales of Sociability, Conformity, and me First. A chiid
who is high on this tactor seems to be field dependent and
egocentric. Although it might be expected that a child
rated high ou the A1l American Child Factor would Lot Lcie
hiaself high on this VvIC factor, it is likely that Al{ Amer-
ican Child score would show some variapalaty om ViC 1. 1Thas
is confirmed by the low correlation between these two scaies
and this supports the original ainterpretation oi the Aul
American Child factor.

The relationship between the Assertiveness Factcr ana VIC
I can also be expected to be low given the ihterpretaclon of
Assertiveness presented here. This is what was found.

vIC 1I factor is composed of two scales: Achievenment
Motivation (a measure of the attractiveness of school tO the
child) and Asocial Behavior. A child scorang hign on this
factor rTeports that he 1likes school and school Treiateaq
activities, and that he likes to play unpleasant tricks on
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other people. such a child may be a manipulator of others
and in somne, but not all cases may give the impression ot
being an All American Child. Thus, in this case it 1s
expected that a low relationship between the All Amerscan
Child and VIC I1 be observed and this is in fact what 1s
reported in Table Q8.4.

This factor may also serve to define the assertiveness
factor in the following manner. A hostile child couid
easily be a manipulator. On the other hand, and assertive
child may appear at times to be manipulating others and at
other times the same behavior can be seen as protectaion
against intrusion. Thus, if the interpretatiaon ot the
assertive factor is that the high scorer is  hos-
tile/aggressive, then there shovuld be a positive relation-
ship between this scire and the score on VIC Il. 1f tne
interpretation of the assertive factor is that the child 1is
a robust resistor of intrusion, then there should be littie
or no relationship between these scores and the scores oL
the VIC Il1. An examination of Table (¢8.4 indicates no rela-
tion between these scores so that the latter interpretation

'is mcre viable.

To summarize, there are two major meaning structures
which lend conerance to the ratings which teachers appl)y to
the children of thas study. The tirst structure we have
labeiled the ™All American Child". It is interpretea to
refer to an outgoing, likable, active, persistent, ana suc-
cessful child. This is a stable variable (vector) descrip-
ing a psychosocially mature chiltd. Those receiving a high
score 1n this variable are perceived by kindergarten teach-
ers as very mature and those receiving a low score are per-
ceived as less mature. The second Eeaning structure found

in these ratings has been labelled an "Assertave" diuzension.

In order to understand the meaning of the teacher juag-—,
ments fully, it is important to examine all of the relation-
ships these variables have with others in the study. There

are two major sets of variables to which the teachers ratiang
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vectors should be related. One 1s the set cif outcome
variables, and the second is the set of family demographac
characteristics used in the full analytic model as adjusting
variables. The demographic variables will be duiscussed
first.

Table (8.5 presents the intercorrelatiion matrix of the
two teacher vectors with the demograhic and academic varia-
bles. The "All American Child" vector does significantly
relate with these “variablies in a positive direction. The
higher the scores on mother®s education, home staiwmulation,
and per <capita income, the bkigher the ratings c the 4all
Aperican Chiid measure. Table (8.5 also indicates that
there is no relationship between the assertiveness variaples

and these demographic measures.

Copclusjons

Theie seem to be two rather separate dimensions o1
teacher ratings whach are found in these data and whicn nave
gquite different implications. On the one had tie Ali hmeri-
can Child theme within teacher ratings indicates a relation-
ship between socially desirable behaviors, academic achleve-
ment, and socioeconomic status an the eyes 0f teachers.
This is not a new finding and it 1s one of significant equ-
cational value if in fact the «casual relationships among
these varicbles can be estaplished. Unfortunately, there is
no meaningful way of approaching this problen with the cur-
rent data since all measures were taken onCe and at the sawne
time. In order to establish causal relations i1n a case sSuch
as this, it is necessary that some kind of teapcral se€para-
tion between the variables can be established and that ais
pot possible in the present case. Rote that the usual
interpretation of the casual relationship awong these varia-
bles is that teacher expectations (which are based on an
internalized, pre-existing sterectype ot the academic capzc-
ities of upper '‘and lower 21ncoze children) contributes to

both less desirable social behavior of the children of lower
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income families and lower academic achievement of these

children The notion that <children wili behave (and
acﬂieve) in accordance with tke way in which thear teachers
expect them to achieve and behave 1s a popular one Ior ¥hicCh
sone evidence is generally available. In order to be eauca-
tionally usefully, however, 1t must beée shown how the alter-
native notion (that childrens® Dbehaviors and achievernent
contribute to teachers?® judgments, a process whicb must bpe
true in some sense or else it would e impossible for us to
expect that teachers could meaningfully assess childreus®
performance) interacts vith the notion that teachers' expec-
tation causes childrens® behavior. Clearly both notions are
likely to be true in some senses, and the e@ucatlonaily
important knowledge is how the two interact. in adaitici,
it is important to discover what has not yet been discov-
ered, namely the means by which teachers coammunicate theas
expectations to children, soO that vwe mighc be in 2 posation
to train teachers to avoid the pitiall of the seif fulfais-
ing prophecy. The present find.ng that £LE of cnildren,
teachers judgmernts of the children, and chaldrems® academic
achievement are all generally intercorrelated i1s another
example of a most interesting probler in education, bDut oOue

which cannot be solved in the present stuay.

The second thewe however, has somewhat more potertiad for
the future. The judgment that some children are wore¢ asscr-—
tive than others, and that the only variable on the present
data base associated with that judgment 1s whether the cCullda
attended Head Start or not are findings of some 1lnterest.
The present data base is not fully capable of distinguashinug
between the assertiveness which Head Start-children brougnt
with“then to Head Start and the assertiveness which they
acquiféd from Head Start. However, it is impressive that
the assertiveness scores are not related to the ueasures ot
SES (per capita income and zothers® education). These fac-
tors are related to academic achievement {Table @8.v) 1t
the Head Start children did bring assertiveness Wwith thew

from home, it is quite surpraising that 2t s unrelated to

-
¢
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these SES aindicators. Thus, 1t seens reasonable to assune
that a good deal of the measured ' assertivercss. which 1is
found in the Head Start children (and not <found in 1ouyghly
corparable children who did not go to Heaa Start) should ue
attributable to the experiences acquired in Head Start.

If assertiveness is not relateda to the present measures
of academic achievement in the beginning grade of public
school, it is reasonable to consider what other value such a
trait maght have. One such value is suggested immediately
by the nature of the definition of assertiveness as used 1n
the present context. We have suggested tnat what tme teacn-
ers® are .judging is the tendency of the chila *o actaveuiy
resist intrusion into his psychological space.  Clearly, tne
negative expectations which teachers seew to have about
children from the socioeconomic and ethnic groups irom which
the Head Start children come can be considered a negative
intrusion. The generally intrusave nature ot the social
judgments which are placed upon <children when they are
segregated in school systems because of their ethmic ana
economic backgrounds is aaother eample ot that which asser-
tive children might be able to reéist. We are, in other
words, suggesting that if the-Head Start children are learn-
ing assertiveness in Head Start, that they might also ve
acquiring the capacity t¢ Dbetter resist the psycholoyices
damage which so often accompanies a hostile socCial and eau-
cational world.

The consequence of the acquiasition of this capacaty to
resist some of the socially-based stresses of pubiic schooi
are ditficult to predict, but they obviously do not inciude
inpediate academic gains. ‘The effects of assertiveness calL
be expected to be slow and perhaps.cumvlative SO thdt tne
effects ought not to be discernibie until later on 1u the

elementary grades. The effects might not be expected 1n the

academic areas at all and they maght 'not be observed in ali

children equally. For example, more assertive cnildren’

might be able to resist tne slow deterioration 1n auna witn-
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drawal from the school environzent which characterizes tue
career of sO many chidren trom disadvantaged families-
This, by the fifth or sixth grade, assertive Heaa St:

children might be found in fewer nurkers among the haigh at-
risk children even though they might not be closing the gap
betweep their academic achievement 1levels and sorms for
their grades. This means that the assertiveness could be
expected to have effects disproportionately among the at-
risk children and that the effects on thes ought to be fourna
in the indicators of risk. This 1s not inconsistent ¥aith
Tecent findings that longitudinal effects of preschool 1or
low income chzldren can be tound 1n reduced rates or Ireten-
tion in grade and assignment to special classes. These are
precisely the kind of at-risk indicators vhich might be res-
ponsive to the degree of assertiveness (as aefinea in the

present study) #cquired in the preschool years.

There is, of course, no evidence for these broaa specula-
tions. However, it is reasonable to consider the t1inalngs
on teacher ratings of Hesd Start children in this iight. 1f
support for such a notion can be found then.some aimportant

implications for tnese findings are present.




Eigen Percent of
Factor Loading Value Variance
Factor I: A1l American 4.07 40.7
® Autonomous Achievement .827
' Striving (Beller)
Extroversion/lntroversionT .784
(Schaefer) <
® Task Orientation (Schaefer) .782
N Popularity (Schaefer)2 - 753
Child's Academic and Behavior 778
Potential (Schaefer)
¢ Adult Dependency Conflict -.632
(Schaefer)
PY Factor II: Assertiveness 2.20 1 22.0
Child Dependency .840
(Beller)
.~ Adult Dependency (Beller) .743
® Aggression (Beller) 721 e
Hostility/Tolerance® (Schaefer)  .669
® 1 The higher score indicates extroversion.
2 The higher score indicates lack ot popularity.
3 The higher score indicates hostility.
L

TABLE Q8.1

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS RESULTS
FOR AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES
(n=1305)
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ADULT DEPENDENCY:
How often does
® 2. How often does
adults?
3. How often does
adults?

° How often does
How often does
other adults?

72
@
CHILD DEPENDENCY:
1. How often does
® 2. How often does
3. How often does
4., How often does
5. How often does
‘ »
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TABLE Q8.2

Items on the Adult and Child
Dependency Factors from the
Beller Teacher Rating Scales

the
the

the

the
the

the
the
the
the

the

child
child

child

child
chila

child
child
child
child
child

seek help from the teacher and other adults?
seek recognition from the peacher and other

seek physical contact with teacher and other

seel attention from teacher and other adults?
§eek to be near to others, teacher and

seek help from other children?

seek recognition from other children?

seek physical contact from other children?
seek attention from other children?

seek to be near to other children?




TABLE Q8.3

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS RESULTS
FOR VALUES INVENTORY FOR CHILDREN

N\ ector

Factor I:
"Me First"
Sociability
Social Conformity

Factor11:
Social Behavior
Achievement Motivation

(n=1224)

©

911
.899
.850

&

842
1703

oo
ko
o
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Eigen Percent of

Value Variance
2.53 50.5
1.12 22.4




TABLE Q8.4

CORRELATIONS OF TEACHER RATING
FACTORS WITH CHILD RATING

FACTORS
Child
Head Start Only A11 Cihildren
(n=443) (n=896)
Ratings® VIC I VIC II VIC I VIC II
A1l American 0.145%* 0.073 0.118** 0.029
Assertiveness 0.029 -0.053 0.003 -0.009
* = p<.05
** = p<.01
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TABLE (8.5

CORRELATIONS OF TEACHER RATING FACTORS
WITH DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

child Head Start Only A11 Children
Ratings (n) (n)
Teache Mothers' Home Per Cap. Mothers' Home Per Capita
Ratings Education Stimulation Income Education Stimulation Income
A1l American 0.157** 0.196** 0.213** 0.209** 0.248** 0.254**
(477) (477) (490) (933) (949) (966}
Assertiveness 0.039 0.002 0.026 -0.040 -0.053* -0.083**
- (477) (477) (490) (933} (949) (966)
* = p<.05
** = p<.0]




TABLE Q8.

6

CORRELATIONS OF CHILD ACADEMIC OUTCOMES
WITH TEACHER RATINGS

Child Outcomes

Teacher Ratings

A1l Children

(n=1102)

Head Start Only
(n=534)

A1l American Ass

ertive . A1l American Assertive

Spell and Read Words
Name Letters

Copy Marks

Letter Recognition
Written Math

Oral Math I (Easy)

Oral Math II (Difficult)
Counting Dots

.152 -.089
211 -.048
.283 -.135
131 -.023
.136 -.042
.243 -.067
.266 -.081
.154 .017
20

.074
.208
.302
.160
.055
.263
.200
173

.098
.018
.147
.009
.061
.027
.057
.044
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Questjon 9: A Hodel of Interrelationships Among Preaictors

of Cchild outcomes

In the original study, a series of outcome measures were
analyzed as dependent upon such family background factors as
sother's education, family income, and home stimulation var-
iables. In addition, selected measures of parental atta-
tudes and parent involvement were used as predictors. In
the secondary analysis, these factors along with measures ot
Head Start activities are entered into a model of interrela-
tionships to find the most effective set of causal paths to
child outcomes. These analyses attempted to answer the foi-
lowing question:

ZIs there a predominant set of interrelationships aaong
SES factors, parent attitudes, home stimulation nea-
sures, parent involvement measures, and the Head Start
activities which 1leads to heightened levels of child

outcomes?

There is one set of interrelated factors which 1lead to
spall but important effects in a few of the child oiurtcome
measures. The set is composed of Head Start as a direct
factor in child test perforaance (the major component ot the
set), Pplus Head Start as a coantributor to the presence of
academically stimulating events in the home which in turn
contributes to the performance of the child on the outcome
tests (the =minor component of the set). These multiple
routes of Head Start towvard child performance wvorked in com-
bination to produce small but important effects in a measure
of visual-motor skill (copying marks), ain two of the.more
difficult math subtests, and in the measure ot assertiveness
constructed for this study. In addition, some O0f these
effects of such interrelated factors are associated wath
particular activity emphases in the Head Start center rathe:r
than with Head Start in general. The strongest ot such
activity emphasis effects in this =wmodel is found with the




Dramatic/Bxpressive Play emphases. Centers which emphasize
Draqatic/zxpressive Play show the highest impact on readang,
spelling and assertiveness wvhen these effects are anaiyzed
as part of the causal model used in this study.

Techpjcal Discussion

Consider the recursive model depicted in the causal dia-
gram in Pigure 9.1 and represented by the following set of

structural equations:

X = P1pXy + Pr3¥y ¥ P1pX, + Prs¥s + Prg¥g TPy
Xy= PyaXsy + PoyX, + Pos¥y + Ppg¥e * Pyl
X3= PyyX, + Pys¥s + P3gXg + P3yV

Xy= Pys¥s + Puele * Puclt

It is assumed the randos disturbances (T,U,V,W) are mutually
uncorrelated and uncorrelated waith the observed variable on
the right-hand side of the structural equation in which they

appear.

In this recursive model, the dependent variables (xl) are
the academic and affective factor scores used as child out-
core Reacures. The exogenous variables are mother's educa-
tional attainment (HAED) andﬁper capita income (PCl). Three
variables were considered %’tervening between the outcome
variable and the exogenous variables: Head Start experience
(HSNOPRE = 1 if Head Start, = 0 if no preschocl), parentai
attitude toward education as a peans of upward mobility
(HESSPFS3), and an indéx of home stimulation (HOMESTHM2) . The
Head Start experience was considered causally antecedent to
parental attitudes toward education and the home stimulation
index, vhile parental attitude toward education vas Consia=~
ered antecedent to home stimulation. Only Blacks 1n the




Southeast were included in the analyses. This limated focus

vas adopted because it is necessary to consider such.a model
of causal réiationshibs within” fegions réther than across
regions and since the original analyses were focused on
Black children, the present causal model adopted the same
strategy. Listwise deletion was used 1in the least squares
regressions so only those Blacks with valid information
available for all variables entered into the =model are
included in the analyses. For the acadeaic variables, 125
entered into the analyses, while S0 entered into the ana-
lyses for the affective measures.

In order to facilitate interpretations of speciftic paths
within the model, systematic applications of ordinary least
squares regressions were used to decompose the total effects
of one variable on another into direct and indirect eftects.
Successive computation of reduced-form equations beginning
with an eguation contaianing only the exogenous variaples
then adding intervening variables in sequence from cause to
effect generated the necessary information to decompose
effects into their various direct aand aindirect portions.

Total effect of one variable on another is the sum of tne
direct and indirect effects. It indicates how much combined
indirect and direct change in a consequent variable 1is
induced by a unit shift in an antecedent variable. Indirect
effects refer to that portion of the total effect which as
transxitted or mediated by aintzrvening variables in the
moGel. In other words, indirect effects indicate how much
change océﬁrs in a consequent variable because the manipula-
tion of an antecendent variable of interest leads t6 changes
in an intervening variable which in turn leads to change 1n
the consequent variable. Finally, the direct effect of one
variable on another refers to the portion of the total
effifect which is not mediated by other variables, 1.2., the
effect which remains when the intervening variables are held

constante.
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The effects presented in Tables Q9.1, 09.3, Q9.5 to QY.7,
are the -_standardized regression coefficients for the rele-=
vant paths. They can be interpreted as follows: for every
unit change in a predictor variable or set of variables, the
figure entercd in the table indicates the amount of change
induced in the dependent variable in standard deviation
units of the dependent variable. For example, consider
Table Q09.1, Dependent Variable (X 1) copying marks. The
effects of the variable Head Start vs No Preschool (14), are
presented in the row labeled Head Start vs Ko Preschool.
The total effect of this variable on the coﬁying marks out-
cose variable is .205 standard deviation units of the copy-
ing marks distribution. Thus, Head Start, overall xntlu-
ences a little more than a fifth of a standard deviation of
copying markse. The extreme right hand column of this table
records the direct effects of the Head Start variable, and
in this case the figure is .181. This indicates that of the
total .205 SD*s which Head Start intluences, the portion
which is direct and unrelated to the influence Head Start
has on any other variable is .181 SD's. The column labeled
Indirect Effects Via (12 ) e wvhich is Home Stisulation,
records the contribution of the predetermined predictor var-
jable that results from the influence of Head Start on Home
Stimulation. In this coluan, the appropriate figure 1n tae
present example is .023. This indicates that when tne
effect which Head Start has on Home Stimulation 1s assessed
for its effect on copying Rarks, the amount of change
induced in this outcome measure is .023 SD°'s. The total
Head Start effect on copying marks is therefore, the sum of
the direct effect (.181 and the indirect effect 1.U23) .
Note that in this case there are no other indirect etfects

associated with Head Start.

Tables Q9.1 to Q9.3 present the total effects, 1indirect
effects, and direct effects of the several variables in the
model on each of the dependent variables. These effects are
generated through successive reduced-form regression equa-
tions. In addition, Table QY.4 presents the simple Fearson
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correlatior matrix of all predictor and exogencus variables
vith' each other. There are several preliminary findings
which need to be mentioned before the central findings are
Presented. Pirst, it is clear that when the antecedents to
enrollment in Head Start are examined i1n this wmodel, only
mother®s education shows any relationship with this varia-
blé. Children who go to Read Start in this sawmple have
mothers whose level of education tcnds to be below that of
the mothers of children who did not attend preéchool. There
is no relationship between per capita income and enrollment.
Both of these findings replicate previous findings ar the

secondary analysis.

Next, when the antecedents of parental attitudes are coan-
sidered, only the per capita inccome relates to this varia-
ble. The lower the per capita income, the greater ics the
belief - that education 1s a significant means to upward
mobility. Head Start does not coatribute any variance to
this belief nor does mothers' education. It should ve
noted, however, that the magnitude of the change in pareutal
attitudes associated with changes in per capita 1ncome 1S
quite small, amounting to just .11 SD's. Tuie soures of var-
iance in these attitudes is not therefnre strongly located
in the present model.

Finally, the index of home stimulation (X,) is, an the
present sample, positively related to per capita incose,
attitudes toward education, and to whether cr not the chila
was enrolled in Head Start. Thus, if the child was enroi.ed
in Head Start there is an owverall increment of .209 SD*s an
the Home Stimulation variable. In other words, Head Start
produced about a fifth of a standard deviation of Home Sti-
rulation change in its énrollees. The other sources of var-
‘jance in Home Stimulation come from factors unrelatea to the
educational experiences of the chald, viz., per capita
incose, and parental'attitpdes toward education. One of the
goals of Head Start is to produce just such changes in the
home atmosphere, and it is this portion of the variance of
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home stimulation factors which is attibutable to Head Start
that we vish to examine for impact on children. The causau
mechanisms by which per capita income aad parental attituaes
influences the events in the home which are measured by the
jndex used in the present study is not at all clear. it as
also unclear (in the sense that there are few data on the
present data base vhich can speak to tiae issue) how Head
Start experience contribuates to the change in the scores on
Home Stimulation. The present analysis indicates that
involvement in the center is moderately associated with var-
iation in Home Stimulation (see below, Question 1) . Other
aspects of Head Start which right contribute io tnhe change
in home environment have not been measured in the present
study so that a full causal analysis of home stimulaticn

cannot be accomplished in this study.

Turning now to the corusequences ot the model on child
outcomes, Tables Q9.1 to Q9.3, it should be noted that the
indirect effects are generally very ssall. The 1large
effects, i.e., those which account for an eighth or more ot
a standacd deviation of change in any of tre outcomes, are
211 direct effects of the SES and Head Start variables.
These latter variables are, of course the most important tor
this study, but it is important to note that for the present
sample, Head Start does not interact with any variable in
the model except Hose Stimulation to produce ettects on

child outcome Reasures.

There are four cutcome variables which retlect the dxrect
impact of Head Start attendance 1n this sample, and three of
these effects are slightly affected by a Head Start infiu-
enced Home Stimulation increment. These three are: Copy
Marks, Oral Math II and Assertive.

The fourth outcome measure which is ainfluenced airectly
by Head Start and for which there are no indarect Head Staru
effects is Oral Math I.
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In all four cases, the total Head Start effect tell
within the .15-.20 SDs range. Hovever, when these total
effects are decomaposed into direct and indirect, the 1ndi-
rect mediating variable (Home Stimulation) contributeu small
and consistent amounts to the child outcome measures. ¥or
copying marks, the direct effect oif Head Start was .181 and
the indirect effect via Home Stimulation was .023 for a
total effect of .205 SDs. Thus, 86% of the total etfect was
a direct Head Start effects and 12% was an indirect effect.
For Oral Math II, the total Head Start eftect was .150, vith
92% of that effect (.138 SDs) being 2 2irect effect and b%
(.011) being indirect via-Bome Stimulation. The assertive-
ness outcome showed a total Head Start effect or .191 of
wvhich 93% was directly attributed to Head Start alone. Oniy
Ooral Math I showed a total effect (.15 SDg) 100% ot whach
was a direct Head Start consequence.

The remaining effects that are displayed in Tables Q9.1
to 09.3 have to do with the consequences of SES variables
and the psychosocial variables included i1n the Home Staimula-
tion and Parental Attitudes measures. Home Stimudatiod
appears to be an active variable in thas »odel since it
often has a direct etfect and rarely does it have an indi-
rect effect, whereas several of the SES measures have 1ndi-
rect effects through Home Stimulation. This variable cap-
tures some of the important ways by vhich bota SES variables
and Head Start have an impact on child outcomes. These
indirect effects are, in the present study, small, oput they
are seen often.

The two affective measures, All American Scale and Asser-
tiveness 5cale, are influenced in sharply different ways in
this model as they vere in the analyses presented in Ques-
tion 7. The All American Scale is directly anfluenced vy
mothers education (.228 SD®*s) and per capita 1incone (.13¢
SD's) with no evidence for any indirect effects. Publ:ic
school teachers judge children to have higher scores on the
211 American Scale when their aothers have more education



and the family has a higher per capita incoae than when tne
mothers have less education and the family income is lower.
This effect is independent of the child*s enrollment 1D Heaa
Start.

Oon the other hand, the Assertive Scale is influenced by
attendance in Head Start with no evidence for any indirect
effects. That is, public school teachers rate Head Start
children as higher on Assertiveness than non-Bead Start
children regardless of the family backgrocund of the chil-
dren. This 1s a direct Head Start effect which 1is the saize
as that reported in Question 7 of the results sectaion of
this report.

The effects of Head 3tart reported above can be difteren-
tially distributed across types ot Head Start programs. 1t
is possible that Head Start centers emphasizing ditferent
kinds of activities =nay play different roles in the Causai
models under consideration here. In order to explore this
issue, only Head Start children were selected and a4 somewhat
dif ferent sodel developed. Here, the u10del 1ncludes the
same SES, family background and parenta.. attitude variabiles
as those in the first mcdel. However, because this analysais
focuses op Head Start children alone, it 1s also possible to
consider parent involvement at the Head Start center as a
component of the rodel. The causal assukption is that Heaa
Start centers differ in tne kinds of activities 1n which
they engage, that these activities contribute to the magni-—
tude of parent i£§olvenent, that pareanr anvolverent 1s a
mechanisa by which home stimulation is changed, and that
changes in home stimr’ation will contr.bute to changes an
child outcome scores. This model 1s presented an Figure
Q9.2.

Unfortunately, a number of the centers are R1sSsing data
on activaity emphases, and because a large number of children
did not have center identifying codes 1t was necessary to
use pairvise deletion to select the sample and to calculate
the standardized path coefficients. In the pairwise calcu-
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lation of the single order correlations, <he nuaper - of

observations ranged from 40 to 187 and the total number of
degrees of freedom in the calculation of the path coerfa-
cients of the full model was 3Y. The results of these cal-
culations are, therefore, guite unstakle and should ©ve
treated vith a great deal ot caution. lndeed, using tradai-
tional standards of significance, only one or two effects
can be identified. However, it seems reasonable to con-
sider trends in these data, so that regression cceffticients
which are large enough to reach a p<.10 will be =mentioned.
Por the same reason, Dnone 0f the indirect etfects will bve
reported since they are all so small that under the present
circuastances they cannot be important components ot a cau-

sal systen.

Tables Q;;S to 09.7 present these findings. ln respect
to the Home Stimulation variable, there 1s one clear difrfect
effect. For <each ubit increase in the social activitaies
emphasis, there 1s an increase of .46 SD's in Home Stimula-
tion. This is a much larger effect on Hoxe Stinulation than
that produced by parent involvesment in the center ou Eowme
Stimulation. Although it is not clear how this important
variable is influenced, it 1s lixely that an exploration ot
+he reasons for the contribution of the social activities
epphasis to this variable would be a very productive task.
This activity emphasis may carry a good deal ot iaportance
and this is borne out in its role in producing etfects on
the All American variable. Here, the direct ettect ot
social actavity emphasis on All American is .381 SD°'s.

The only activity emphasis which shows a cirect effect on
academic outcome ic Dramatic/Bxpressive Play emphases which
contributes to Spelling and Reading - (.305 SD's). Tnis
activity is also strongly associated, in a direct way, #ith
the production of change in the Assertiveness aeasule. Here
a unit increment.in Drapratic/Expressive Play 1is associated
with .374 SD®s in the Assertiveness Scale. There are no
other findings which can be reported from the examination ol

this model under the present sapple size.
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Conclu51on§\\v .

The explordtion of effects of complex sets of interrela-
tionships requires a large data base with substantiai N's.
Puture vork ain this area needs to keep thi§ in wmind when
planning desiges and sampling procedures. In the laght of
these constraints, caution in the interpretation of the pre-

~_~Sent findings is extremely important.

In general, there dces not appear to pe strong evidence
for the kind of psychologic which underlies the models pre-
sented in this report. The largest portion ot eftects
observable are direct effects of Head Start and SES varia-
bles. The indirect effects are not very frequent, and are
quite small. There does seex to pe a good deal of potential
in the Home Stimulation variable, and 1t is clear that a
small portion of the variance of this variable is attraibuta-~
Lle to BHead Start. This Head Start-related variance is very
weakly related to child outcomes and it is this weakness
that prompts the assertion that the psycholiogic ~f the model
is not well established. However, this must be modiried oy
the assertion that has been made in several places 1n tlas
report, that the measures of chiid outcomes are nc¢t at all
to be considered as totally appropriate to the anticapaed
outcomes of Head Start. This together with the constiaints
pentioned above suggest that the weak relationships anony
the factors 1in the causal model are underestimates ot tne
true state of atfairs. The two relationships oD greatest
interest here are those involving the centers emphasizing
social development activaities and centers eaphasizing
expressivesdramatic play. In the former case, there seeas
to be a trend in the data suggesting that there 1s a poten-
tially causal relationship between tneé eaphasis oOn social
activities and the magnitude of hosme stimulation scores tor
partiacipating families. 1In the latter case there appears to
be evidence that expressive/dramatic play ccniriputes to taé
emergence of high assertiveness 5cores for partacipatiny

chiidren. If these trends can be verified they represent
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significant addations to the knowledge base of Head Start.

But it =must be noted how tenuous these trends are 1in the
present data base. ) '

The conclusion which seems tu be the most appropriate to
dravw is not that the models are wrong, but that they have
not been tested properly. It is impressive that the three
activity factors developed in this study carry somewhat ait-
ferent roles in the sequences which produce change in chil-
dren. Accordingly, it is extremely unfortunate that the
application of these curriculum Rmeasures ‘has been accon-
plished with such a 1large degree of error. Thais poant,
developed in Question 1, cannot be understated. There is no
vay of knowang wvhether the few children selected {rom each
center did, in fact, 1eceive the curraculum treatment in the
way and to the extent to which the present scoring systen
explicitly assuames. The fact that the activaty emphases ao
appear to function differently in the causal models pre-
sented here suggests that their impact is far greatf. than
the present measuring procedure can reveal.

Much the same can be said for the measurement of the Home
Stimulation variable. Despite a weak definition of a staimu-
lating environment (1.e., a count of the number of naterials
and children®s pbooks 2an the home and the number of times a
parent becomes involved with the child on academic matters),
and a wveax method of data collection (parentai seit-report),
the Mome Stimulation variable appears to have a great dqeal
of potential in accounting for «child outcomes. The tact
that this variable has just a few tenuous 1links to Head
Start despite a stenuous effort to systematically influence
the home envxrohment by Head Start workers suggests that tane
measurement issue 1s a prime Pproblea which must be Les0l ved
before the subtleties of a causal model can be managed.

"

The major thrust of these comments i1s that a coaple.
model requires data which are at the same level of complex-
ity and subtlety. The task of finding evidence to support
or deny a model of interrelationships amsong variables

(a3 Y4




related to social and intellectual growth 1n childien cannot
be accomplished by measuring surrogates ot the criiical var-—
iables at long distances froa their locales. Thus, 1f 1t as
necessary to know how a curriculum contrabutes to parent
involvement and how that in turn contributes to the home
environment, 1t is necessary to ke in the center ang -observe
how the curriculum is experienced by each subject 1in the
sample. It is necessary to understand exactly how and why a
parent relates to the center in the way he/she does. 1t 1s
necessary to be in the honé to measure the 1ntelliectual as
vell as the atfective envaronment of that home. Llarge scale
studies involving many subjects scattered across the hation
cannot be used t0 answer question for which in-depth data 1h
very large amounts are reguired froa each subject.
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TASLE Q9.1

( INTERPRETATION OF EFFECTS IN A MODCL OF READING
CHILD OUZICOMES

DEPENDENT
VARTABLE

N

HSNQOPRE (XA)

HESSFS3 (x3)

HOMESTM2 (Xz)

Spell and Read Words

Name Letters

Copy Marks

Letter Recognition

PREDETERMINED  TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA  DIRECT
VARIABLE EFFECT X, X, X, EFFECT
MAED (X) -.103 - -— -— -.103
PCL (x6) .018 -_— - - .018
HSNOPRE (X,) -.C02 -— - - -.002
MAED (X.) .095 .001 - -— .094
PCI (%) -.111 .000 - - -.111
HESSFS3 (X,) -220 - - -— .220
BSNOPRE (X,) .209 - .000 -— .209
MAED (Xo) .087 -.022 .021 - .086
PCI (X) .181 004 .024 - .201
HOMESTM2 (X,) .086 — - — .086
HESSFS3 (X,) -.048 -— — .019 -.067
HSNOPRE (X,) .034 -— .000 .018 .015
MAED (X) .011 -.004 .004 .008 -.012
PCL (X,) . 094 .001 .005 .017 .071
BOMESTM2 (X,) .063 - — — .063
HESSFS3 (X,) -.048 - —_ .01¢ -.063
BSNOPRE (X,) .072 - .000 .013 .059
MAED (X5) -.110 -.007 .007 .006 -.103
BCI (%) .315 -.00& .006 .013 .300
HOMESTM2 (X,) 111 -— _— — J111
HESSFS2 (Z,) .001 - - .026 -.023
HSNOPRE (X,) .2J5 - .000 .023 .181
MAED (xs) -.171  -.021 .000 .00 -.160
PCI (X,) .082 .004 .000 .022 .056
HOMESTM2 (X,) -.137 — - -—_ -.137 ~
HESSFS3 (%) .038 — — .030 .068
HSNOPRE (X,) -.068 -— .000 .029 -.039
MAED (Xo) .232 .007 .004 .012 .233
BCI (%) -.276 -.001 .00& .028 -.243




TABLE Q9.2

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF MATH

CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT PREDETERMINED TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA  DIRECT
VARIABLE VARTIABLE EFFECT X, X, X, £FFECT
HSNOPRE (X,) MAED (X,) -.103 — - - -.103
PCI (X,) .018 - - -_— .018

HESSFS3 (X,) HSNOPRE (X,) -.002 -— - -— -.002
MAED (X) .095 .001 - - .094

PCL (X,) -.111 .00C -— - =111

HOMESTM2 (X,) HESSFS3 (X,) .220 -— - - .220
HSNOPRE (X,) .209 - .000 -— .209

MAED (X) .087 .022 .021 — .086

' BCI (x6) .181 L0046  -.024 — .201

Written Math HOMESTM2 (XZ) .183 - - -_— .183
HESSFS3 (x3) -.050 —_ - .060 -.091

HSNOPRE (X,) .018 — .000 .038 -.020

_ MAED () -.107 .006 -.005 .016 -.116

PCI (%) .196 .000 .006 .037 .154

Orzal Math I (Easy) BOMESTM2 (XZ) -.009 _— - - -.009
. HESSFS3 (X,) -.012 -— — .002 -.010

HSNGPRE (X,) .152 - .000 .002 .154

MAED (X) -.060 .016 -.001 .001  -.043

PCI (Xg) .182 .002 .001 .003 .180

Oral Math II (Difficulc) HOMESTM2 (X,) .055 - — _— 053
HESSFS3 (X,) .017 — - .012 .005

BSHOPRE (X,) .150 - .000 .011 .138

MAED (xs) .026 .015 .001 .005 .035

PCI (X[) 127 .003 .002 .011 115

Counting Dots HQMESTMZ (Xz) -.0%4 - -_— - .094
HESSFS3 (x3) .043 —_ - .021 . 064

HSNOPRE (X,) .017 — .000 .020 .037

MAED (Xo) -.117 .002 .004 .008 -.111

PCI (X,) -.039 .000 -.005 .019 -.015
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TABLE Q9.3

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF
AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT PREDETERMINED TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA  DIRECT
VARIABLE VARTABLE EFFECT X4 X3 X2 EFFECT

HSNOPRE (XA) MAED (XS) -.098 - - - -.098
PCI (X6) -.044 - — - -.044

HESSFS3 (X3) HSNOPRE (X 4) .031 —-— -~ - .031
MAED (XS) .069 ~.003 - - .072

PCI (X6) .005 -.001 —-— - .006

BOMESTM2 (Xz) HESSFS3 (X3) .267 —-— - - .267
HSNOPRE (XA) .228 - .008 — .220

MAED (XS) L0246 -.022 .019 - .027

PCL (X6) .238 -.010 .002 - .246

All American  HOMESTMZ (Xz} -.054 - - - -.054
HESSFS3 (X3) .116 - - .014 .130

HBSNOPRE (XA) 011 - .003 .012 .020

MAED (Xs) .233 -.001 .008 .002 .228

PCL (X6) 124 -.001 .001 .013 .138

Assertive HOMESTM2 (XZ) -.072 -— - — -.072
HESSFS3 (33) .128 -— - .019 147

HSNQPRE (XA) .191 - .004 .016 .203

MAED (XS) .047 -.019 .009 .002 .059

PCI (X6) -.028 -.008 .001 .018 -.003
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TABLE Q9.4

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ANTECEDENT VARIABLES

IPERCAP
ACTFACT
ACTFACT3
ACTFACT2
HOME STM2
HESSFS3 ) 0.2703
( 109)
P1323201 0.1293 0.0905 -0.0124 -0.0276 -0,0033 0.1980 0.2182
( 183) ( 183) ( 68) ( 68) (  68) ( 176) ( N2)
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TABLE Q9.5
INTERPRETATIONS OF ANTECEDENT EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF
ACADEMIC AND AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES
®
DEPENDENT PREDETERMINED TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA DIRECT
VARIABLE . VARIABLE EFFECT X, X, X, COMBINED EFFECT
o
HESSFS3 (X,) ACTFACTZ (Xg) 006  ===-  ==o=  ===n === .006
ACTFACT3 (Xg) 035 ==-=  =--m w=e- S .035
ACTFACTI (X))  =.223  ===m  =oo- ==om oooc .035 -
® PCT (X¢) 2083  eee=  mmmm mmee =mee -.043
MAED (Xc) 050  e-m=  mmm= mm== eees .050
Parent Involvement (X3) ACTFACT2 (Xg) -.012 .001 ====  ~=-- S— -.013
ACTFACT3 (¥g) -.032 008 =----  ===- === -.040
® ACTFACTI (X;)  -.028 =.050 =---  ===- === .026
PCT () 054 =-.010 =me=  mme= =me- .064
MAED () 14 011 meed eeee e .103
HESSFS3 (X,) 225  emem  mmem mme= =me- .225
@  HOMESTMZ2 (X)) ACTFACT2 (Xg)  .460 001 -.001 ----  =-=- 460
ACTFACT3 (Xg) -.238 .008 -.004  ---- .001 -.243
ACTFACTI (X,)  .173 -.050 .003  ---- -.005 .225
PCT (X¢) 236 -.010 .007 =---- -.001 .240
o MAED (X¢) 189 .011  .011 ----  .001 .166
HESSFS3 (%) 286  —--- 023 % cmee =me- .223
Parent Inv (Xg) 108 =oo-  =moe mos oo 104
©
23
- 222 -




TABLE Q9.6

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF
READING CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT PREDETERMINED TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA DIRECT

VARIABLE , VARIABLE  EFFECT X, X3 X, COMBINED ~EFFECT
™

Spell-and Read Words ACTFACT2 (X ) " .005 -.001 .001 .150 .000 -.145

ACTFACT3 (x )~ .224 -.004 .002 -.079  .000 305

ACTFACTI (x7) 030 .027 -.001 .073 -.015 -.054

PCI (Xg) 032 .005 -.003 .078 -.001 -.047

MAED (Xg)  ~ .123 -.006 -.005 .054 .07 .073

® HESSFS3 (X,)  -.051 =---- -.010 .072 .08  -.121

' Parent Inv (X3) -.010 === ----  .034 ———— -.044

HOMESTHZ (X,) 235 “=--m  =sen  =mms ooe- .235

Name Letters " ACTFACT2 (X,) =-.056 -.000 .000 -.013  .000 -.043

® ACTFACT3 (Xg) -.113 -.001 .001 .007 -.002. ~-.118

b , ACTFACTI (X,) -.065 .011 -.000 -.007  .003 -.072

PCT (Xg) 226  .002 -.001 -.007  .000 :.232

MAED () 008 -.002 -.002 -.005  .000 .017

o HESSFS3 (X,)  -.08¢ =---- -.003 -.006 -.002 -.048

parent Iny (Xg) -.018  -==-  --== =003 ---- -.015

HOMESTM2 (X))  =.029 === =-mm =mm- csme =029

Copy Marks ACTFACT2 (Xg)  .266 -.000 .000 .057 ~ .00T . .208

e ACTFACT3 (X;) -.138 -.002 .001 -.030 .00  -.107
ACTFACTI (X,) ~ .195 .01z -.001 .028 -.004 160

PCT (X,) 121 .002 -.002 .030  .000 .091

o MAED (X¢) -.119 -.003 -.004 .021  .003 -.136

HESSFS3 (X,)  -.033 ---- -.008 .028  .003 -.056

Parent Inv (X3) -.022 ~=-=  ==== 013 ——— -.035

HOMESTMZ (X)) 124 ==o  =mem =mos ooe 124

® Letter Recognition ACTFACT2 (Xg) -.312 .000 .001 ~-.034 .000 -.279

ACTFACT3 (x8) -.046 .003 .003 .018 -.001 -.069

ACTFACTI (X,) -.267 -.018 -.002 -.017  .0u8 -.238

PCT (Xg) -.257 -.003 -.005 -.018  .000 -.231

Py MAED (Xg) 220 .004 -.009 -.012 -.003 .240

HESSFS3 (X,) o7 J— -.019 -.017  -.002 .079

Parent Inv (X3) -.092 e--= ---- =-.008 - -.084

HOMESTM2 (XZ) = 075  cemm  mme= meae ——— -.075
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TABLE Q9.7
INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF
MATH CHILD OUTCOMES
DEPENDENT PREDETERMINED TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA DIRECT
®  VARIABLE VARIABLE EFFECT X, X X EFFECT
Written Math ACTFACT2 (%)  .235 -.001 .000 .051 .00 88
ACTFACT3 (Xg) ~ .003 -.003 .000 -.027  .001 .032 i
) ACTFACTI (X;)  .109 .09 -.c00 .025 -.005 .070
- PCT (X) 127 004 -.001 .027  .097 .098
MAED (Xg) .009 -.004 -,001 .018  .002 -.006
HESSFS3 (X,)  -.058 =---- -.002 .025  .003 -.084
® Parent Inv (X;) .002 === ==-- 012 -=-- -.010
HOMESTMZ (X,) 111 cmem mmem emem eoee 1
Oral Math I (Easy) ACTFACT2 (Xg) ~ .116 -.001 -.000 -.023  .000 .140
, ) ACTFACT3 (Xg)  -.170 -.003 -.001 .02 .00 -.178
o ACTFACTI (X,) ~ .092 .020 .001 -.001  .001 .081
PCT (X;) 015  .004 .02 -.012  .000 .021 )
MAED (X¢) .026 -.005 .003 -.008 -.001 .037
o HESSFS3 (X,)  -.095 ----  .007 -.011  .000 -.091
Parent Inv (X3) .028 . enee  ---= -.005 ———— .033
‘ HOMESTMZ (X,)  =.050  =-=c  =mmm cmom eoe- -.050
Oral Math II (Difficult) ACTFACT2 (Xg) -.051 .000 .001 .075  .001 -.128
° ACTFACT3 (Xg) ~ .197 -.000 .004 -.040 -.001 .234
ACTFACTY (X,) -.133 .000 -.002 = .037 -.004 -.164
PCI (X¢) .186 .000 -.006 .040  .0CO 152
MAED (Xg) -.001 .000 -.009 .027  .003 -.022
° HESSFS3 (%, .018 ---- -.020 .037 ~ .003 -.002
Parent Inv (X3) =072  ---=  a-== 017 ——— -.089
HOMESTMZ (X)) 164  ==oe  =emm emem -oe- .164
Counting Dots ACTFACT2 (Xg) -.059 .000 .001 .004 .000 -.064
® ACTFACT3 (Xg)  -.002 .003 .004 -.002 -.001 -.006
ACTFACTY (X,) ~ .189 -.019 -.003 .002  .006 .203
PCT (X;) ©.053 -.004 -.007 .002  .002 .060
MAED (X¢) -.038 .004 -.011 .001  .000 -.032
o HESSFS3 (X,) 062 ---- -.023 .002  .000 ..083
Parent Inv (X3) -.101  e===  --==  ,001 ———— -.102
HOMESTM2 (x2) L008  <eee mmmm -ae- ———- .008
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TABLE Q3.8

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF

AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES

DEFENDENT PREDETERMINED TOTAL
VARIABLE VARIABLE EFFECT

A1l American . ACTFACT2 (X9) .363
ACTFACT3 (X8) 21

ACTFACTY (X7) .081

PCT (Xg) 197

MASD (Xg) .166

HESSFS3 (X,) 123

Parent Inv (X3) -.062

HOMESTM2 (X,)  -.043

Assertive . ACTFACT2 (xg) ~.158
' ACTFACT3 (Xg) .33
ACTFACTI (X4)  -.020

PCIT (X¢) -.018

MAED (Xg) .032

HESSFS3 (X,) .180

Parent Inv (X3) .138

HOMES™ {XZ) 182

- 225 -

X4
001
.005

-.033
-.006
.007

--e-e-
- oo

.001
.004
-.024
-.005
.005

241

INDIRECT EFFECT VIA

X3

.00
©.002
-.001
-.004
-.006
.013

-.002
-.005
.003
.008
.012
.027

X

-.C20
.010
-.010
-.010
-.007
-.010
-.004
.084
-.044
.041
.044
.030
.041
.019

COMBINED

.000
.000
.005
.000

-.001

-.001

.000
.002
-.016
-.003
.007
.003

DIRECT
EFFECT

.381
.194
120
217
173
147
-.087
-.043
-.241.
.374
-.024
-.062
-.022
.109
119
.182
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Questjon 10: Characterjistics of Bigh 1Ipcome Head 3Stdart
Famjlies

In the oraganal study, it was found that the national
sanple contained a larger proportion of higher incone fama-
lies than was expected. The focus of this analysis 1s to
describe their characteristics and determine the carcun-
stances under which these farilies are particiapating in Heau
Start Prograss. Income for this study 1s viewed in three
ways: household income, elijibility, and per capita 1ncomne.
Eligibility was determined by Office of Child Development
family income guidelines tor 1977. Using household iuncoze
and family size, these guidelines were matched as closely as
possible given the constraints of the categories ot house-
hold incone,_ to determine 1f the family was above Or below
the poverty (eligibility) level.

Are high income Bead Start families located in any
particular region or community type?

VDU ——

Yes. In terms of household imncome gredter thau 310,000,
proportionally more families live i1n the goutheast ana Nor-
theast. The northeast and southwest have higher propor-
tion of families exceeding local elibility standards. A
Migher propcrtion of the highest categories ot per capita
incomre (over $2099) are represented 1in the HKortheast,
.Southwest and West. Tne Southeast appears L0 be 1mnore ain
line with federal guidelines than the Northeast or Zoutn-

west.

Except in terms of eligibality, where pruportionaily more
of the 1ineligables live 1n rural coazmunities, there are uo

community ditferences attriputable to income.
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Under what type of program sponsorship are the centels

attended by these higher income fasmilies?

—

Consistently across incoae measures, within the highLer
household incomes, ineligibality category, and higher per
capita incomes, there are proportionally more Head Start
families associated with centers sponsored by Community

Action Agencies than centers operating under other austices.

-y

What are the background and demographic characteras-— |
. o |
tics of these tamilies? |
|

|

£ B

Regaf&less of the income measure, families with uigher
incomes tend to have mothers educated to a greater degree,
to have a greater incidence of both parents working, and to
be white to a greater extent than lower income tamilies.
Variation in family size is not related to household 1ncome,
but families vith higher pe= capita incomes and tamiltaces
wvhose incomes excqed the local eligibility requirewents tend

to have fewer family rembers.

.

what patterns «f parent involvement are founua among

—

the higher income families?

VU

There is no apparent relationship petween 1ncoze ana tae
numper of times a parent met with other parents, the fre-
quency of assisting at the Head Start Center, OI the huusperl
of times a parent talked with their child®s teacher.

4
N
)




what are the parental attitudes toward school” What
are parents® educational expectations for their chil-
dren?

¢

Some parental attitudes, are related to income. In terms
of household income and eligibility, lower income (less tkan
$ 10 ,000) faniliés and eligibie families expressed a wore
negative attitude toward public schools, and believe nore
s{rongly that education is a means for upward mobility than
higher iacoae and ineligible families.

However, parents trom households with hagher incomes tend
to have higher expectations and aspirations for thear chil-
dren than parents tromx households having lower incomes.

Technical Discussion

Since most participation in Head Start 1is designated tor
the economically disadvauntaged, of i1nterest are diiierences
in Head Start families which are related to 1ncome. Thele
are three reasures relative to aincome utalized in this por-
tion of the study, household 1ncome, eligibiiity tor Heaa
Start, and per capita incone. Differences xith lespect to

Jlocality, auspices, family background charcterastics, parent
involvement or parental attitudes toward school must Le exa-

mined in respect to all three income measulese.

Household Income. There are 615 famal: .s 1n the heaa
Stairt only category who have household income datd. vf

these famiiies 4% have househoid income o0f less thal
$10,000. Approximately one-thirg of the lower aincome tawi-
lies live in the Southeuast and 30.8% live in the lortheast.
The remainder are divided petween the West and Southwvest,
19.1% and 16.b%, res; :ctively. The higher income familiasg
are dispersed differently ovelr regiomns. The Nortneast con-=
tains the greatest proportion ot the higher income farilies
(39.6%), the Southeast the Smallest (12.9%) . As viin tue
21y
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lower income families, the West and Southwest have compara-
ble proportions (21.8% and 25.7%, respectiveiy), however tor
the higher income fawmilies this proportion is greater than

for lower income families (Table Q10.2) .

The distributivn of community types for lower 1ncCome
families is similar to that of higher income faamilies.

There are slightly more local CaA's represented 210 the
higher income families than the lower income families (74.1»
versus (63.5%).

0of the families having less than $W,000 in 2income,
approximately half (51.13) are represented by mothers who
hae below high schcol education. Relatively tew (8.0%) ot
these lower income families have mothers wath above hign
scnool education. Those families having at least a 310,00V
a year . income are represented py proportionally tewer
(20.6%) number of mothers with less than a '.1gh school edu-
cation and by proportionally greater (57.7%) number of zmoth-
ers %ith pore than a high school education. 0f +the less
than $10,000 income families 40.3% have mothers who con-
pleted high school, compared to 57.7% of the families with
at least a $10,00C a year income. {Table Q10.3)

Differences betwveen lower and higher household 1iLCOLesS
are in part attributable toc the number of aduits worxing 1in
the household. of those families having at least 31U,U0vv
income, 52.7% are families 1n which both parents work. Thas
contrasts to 27.35 of the lower 1ncome families Wwith spotn
parents working. at the other eitreme, 38.25 of the i10wer
income families versus 4.3% of the higher 1ancome faxlliaics
have no one in the household contraibuting to income. (Tabpie
Q10 .4)

For the 1lower >ncome Head start <families (havaing both
househcld and ethnicaty data) a slightly bigker proportion
(59.1%) are Black versus (4U.9%) Fhite familaes. Por thne
higher incoze families the proportional ac1fferences are

greater, one-third are black versus two-thirds Dbeiuy White.
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The distrabution of family size is relatively consistent

for both the lower and higher income families. However,
there is a slightly greater Ffroportion (30%) of the higher
incocse group having ¢ zembers coapared to z1.14 of the lcwer
incoae group.

As with family size, there are no overt distrabutional
dif ferences of number of siblings for those fazilies having
lower incomes versus those families making at least $10.000

a year.

Three indicators of parent involvement were included an
this portion of the analysis. The distribution of number ot
times parents were involved 1n activities with other parents
did not sagnificantly change for the lower and higher income
families. Distributions of number of times the G[parent
helped at the Head Start Center altered slightly thougk rot
significantly for 1lower and higher income familaes. The
remaining measure of parent invclvewment, number of tines
parent talked with techer, was not dastrabutionally daiter-

ent for lower and highker inconme families.

Consistently, lower income famsilies had higher mean HLSS
factor scores than higher incoae faailies. That 1s, lower
incone families expressed a greater amount of school nega-
tivism, and to a greater extent believed that education 1s a
seans for wupward mobility than higner 1income families.
Also, the lower income families tend to perceive a positive
value to education. However, when comparing mean HiSS tac-
tor scores for Head Start families baving various aeglfees ot
hcusehold incomes greater than $10,00( ana tor tamilies witn
less than $10,000, some higher income faxzilies have greaterc
mean scores on three of the <Zfave HESS factors than ao tne
lower inccme famiiiles. (Table Q10.5) Parents laving .n
households having $12,000 to 315,000 incomes report a higher
value to education; parents in household naving at least
$12,000 or more income, representing two Of the three higher
income categories, have a zore positive perception ot teacn-

ers than do parents with lower inconmes.

21
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A parent®s perception of ho¥ well his/her <child will ao

in school is not related to the income of the family. How~
ever, high income parents indicated to a greater extent than
low income parents that their child %ill complete a vVOCa-
tional or two-year college, or a four-year college. Also,
with respect to ability and performance components, Of the
higher income parents, a slightly greater proportion per-
ceive their child as having more than average general abi.-
ity and above average perforsance capabilities. In a simi-
lar trend, regardless of their childts acheivement level,
proportionally more parents in the hiuvher income than 1D tine
lower income category expect their child to attend & voca=

tional or two-year college.

There are sore regional differences attriputed to house-—
hold inconme. Hovever, higher and lower xncome Head Start
families are equally representea by type of community. With
respect to auspices, the nigher 1income tamilies are found to
a slightly greater degree, 1L local CAA's sponsored Celtels

than are the lower income families.

Comparing mother's educaticn of those families bhaving
less than $10,000 with those families having at least
$10,000, we found reversals at the extrenmes of mother's edu-
cation. Proportionally =more lower incoze families (51.1%
¥S. 20.6%) have mothers with below high school education
and proportiounally =ore hligher 1ncome fapmilies (21.L% Vs.
8.6%) have mothers with above high school education. AS
expected, higher income familles are represented dy two
vOorking adults. With respect to ethnicity of faxilies and
household income, twice as many White as Black famiiies have
household incomes of at least $10,000. Etnnic DLreaxcowns
are not as pronounced for the lower 1iacoue families; taele
59.1% are Black «nd #0.9% are ®hite. There are ohly siight
differences in the distributions of tamily size aLa Dunber

of siplings for both lower and higher income faazilies.

There are not apparent ditferences in any ot the tanrve
jndicators of parent involvement utilized 1a this pdlt ol

d\l.
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the study and household aincoae. Although lower income

families indicate feelings ot negativase towald school, they

-also perceive school as a means for upward mobiliaty, and

believe 1in the positive value of education. Generally,
higher income parents have higher educational expectations
for their children than do lower income parents.

There are 586 children whose preschool experience con-
sisted of ouly BHead Start and who have sufficient data to
determine eligibility for Head Start. This eligaibality as
based upon poverty levels for famiy sizes within specitac
commpbnity types. Of these Head Start children, ©OUW.7% wele
eligible and 35.3% weXxe ineligible for participatioun.

0f those Head Start families who are eligible, about half
{52.1%) live in the South, 37.3% live in the Southeast ala
i4.8% live 1n the Southwest. This contrasts to the regionad
breakdowns of the ineligibles in that although #41.0% laive 1n
the South, 17.9% live in the Southeast and 23.7% live in the
Southwest. The highest proportion ot ineligibles 1ive ain
the Northeast {36.2%) . (Table (¢10.0)

There are proportionally more children froa mediuz sizea
cities who are eligible than who are ineligaible. &lso, pro-
portionalilly more imeligible tamilies are ftound in rurat cum-
munities.

although local CAA's constitute the wmajoraity oif poth tne
eligibility categories, proportionally fewer eligible Chzi-
dren (59.8%) were associated with Head Start centers unauer
the a2uspices o0f a local CAAh than were aneliagible chilaven
(71.9%) .

The eligibple students have =zothers with less education
than ineligable students. Over two-thairds (71.5%) ot the
ineligible children®s mothers have at least 4 nigh Schoou
diploma. This contrasts to 43.53% of the eligible chilaren's
nothers. There are more families with no one wGiAiNg anong
the eligable families than among the uneliagil.e, as

expected. The 1ineligible children resided .n nomes 1L Whica

f.\'-
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either both parents work (47.8%) or the father werks and the
mother does Lot work (41.4%). There is a greater proportion
of Blacks than Whites in the eligible group and a greater
proportion of Whites than Blacks in the 1ineligible group.
The elibible families range from small to very large. The
majoraty of ineligible families have 3 to b members. That
is, ©66.9% of the ineligibles are families of size ranging
from 3 to 63 b3.1% of the eligibles are families ‘'in the same

size range.

Two of the three indacators of parent invoiverent aitter
with respect to eligibility. A higher proportion ot the
eligible parents did not help at the center (3b.UA Veisus
23.3%) . In addition, the eligible parents tendea to have
less contact with Head Start teachers than the ineligyibie

parents.

With respect to the attitudes toward education and puslic
schools that were measured in this study, eligible anc 1ne-
ligible parents showed some aecanangful ditferences. The
eligible children's Larents expressed more school negativ-
ism, placed a hagher value upon education, and viewed educa-
tion as a means for upward mobility than did the 1neilga-
bles. There was no difference in the degree of positave
perception of teuachers among parents apove Or below locai

eligibility criteria.

Sowme measures of parental expectations and ellyilliasty
are related. The aneligible parents tend to have greater
expectations for their children, not 1n terms of abidiity
(how well the child willi do 1n schooi) . Slightly more ine-
ligible parents perceive their Child as having zore abllaty
and above average pertormance capabilaties; Whereas,
slightly more of the eligible parents view their chilidren as
having average ability with above average pertornance Capa-
bilaities. The majoraty of both eligible (70.0%) aund 1neil-
gible (60.6%) parents have aspirations tor their children
that are consistent with their perceived acChlevement Caja~
bilaities of thear children. Since a higher proportion ot
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ineligible parents expect thear child to attena elther &

tvo-year college or a vocational schoovl, 1t 1s not unnusal
to tind that regardless of achievement performance, post
high school education is expected of chiidren from 1ineligi-
ble homes.

Per gcapita lncome. To account for the influence ot
family size on housenold income, per capita income was comn-
puted for all famalies havang sufficient data. Fer capita
income is divided into six categories: (1) less than %600,
(2) 3600 to $99Y, (3) $1000 to 51499, (5) $1500 to %2099,
(5) %2100 to $2999, and (6) 3000 or more. There 1s 4
higher proportion of Head Start apilies in the fairst three
categories than in the last three, 69Y% versus 31h. 0t the
613 Head start farilies having per capita data, the South-
east has proportionally more economically deprived families.
(Table Q10.7) There 1S no significant relationship between
community type and per capita income. Among 1lower, less
than $1000, per capita families, there are proportionaily
fewer enrolled in ' CAA sponsorea centers than in the nlgnef
categories. The lower categories of per capita income have
proportionally pmore mothers lacking a high schooul aedree.
As with bhouseholds with higher i1ncomes, housenolds having
relatively high per capita incoses, at least 32100, also
have both parents working. Predactably, in the lower fper
capita hcouseholds, the probability oif no one WOILKking
increases.

There are proportionally more Blacxk families having per
capita income less than $1000, than there are White fami-
lies. (Table ¢10.8) White and Black families are equaily
represented 1n the $1000 to %1499 per capita 1nCOLe Cate-
gorye. There is a disproportionate number of white families
having per capita incomes of at least $1500 or higher.

There is no significant relationship between 1adicators
of parent involvement and per capita income. The nusber ot
times a parent met with other parents, the frequency ot

assisting at the Head Start center, and the number Of tiues




a parent talked with their chiid®s teacher is not depehdent
upon a family's per capita income.

T7he remaining attitude and expectation measures show the
same relationship between these scores and per capita iacone
as reported earlier for total household 1ncose and attx-
tudes. Generally, ‘per capita income and tot=al aouseholc

income follow the same pattern.




-

ICD
TABLE Q10.1
o .
Federal Guidelines for Various Sized
Urban and Rural Families to Participate
in Head Start
P Urban 1 Rural
Number of Children Income Limit Income Limit
2 3200 4200
3 3800 5000
L d 4 5000 6200
5 5700 6800
6 6800 7700
i 7 7400 8700
o 8 8200 9800
9 9200 12,000
10 9800 12,000
1N 12,000 12,000
® 12 or greater 15,000
o ]
To be eligible as family's income must be less
than the specified 1imit.
®
®
@
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°
' TABLE Q10.2. Crosstabulation of Household Income
by Region for Head Start Families
PY ' Region
o Northeast  Southeast  Southwest  West TOTAL
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
L
Household Income
Less than $30,000 158 (30.8) 172 (33.5) 85 (16.6) 98 (19.1) 513 (83.
o $10,000 to $11,999 7 (44.7) 5 (132.2) 9 (23.7) 7 (18.4) 38 (
$12,000 to $14,999 5 (38.5) 6 (15.4) 12 (30.8) 6 (15.4) 39 (
At least $15,000 8 (33.3) 2 ( 8.3) 5 (20.8) 9 (37.5) 24 (
TOTAL 198 (32.2) 185 (30.1) 111 (18.1) 120 (19.5) 64
® -
Py
]
]
®
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o
Household Income
) Less than $10,000
° $10,000 to $11,999
$12.000 to $14,999
At Least $15,000
o TOTAL
’v
@
)
o
e

TABLE Q10.3. Crosstabulation of Household Income by Mother's

Education for Head Start Families

Below
High School

n (%)

255 (51.1)
10 (26.3)
16.7)
17.4)

6 (
4 (
275 (46.1)

oo

N (5

- -

Mother's Education

High School
Diploma
n (%

201
21
22
13

40.3)
55.3)
61.1)
56.5)

o~ N N N S

257 (43.1)

Above
High School

n (%)

8.6)
18.4)
22.2)
26.1)

S O 00 N W
P P

64 (10.7)

TOTAL
n (%)

499 (83.7)
6.4)
6.0)

3.9)

38
36

(
(
(
23 (




TABLE Q10.4, Crosstabulation

-

Household Income

Less than $12,000
$10,000 to $11,999
$12,000 to $14,999
At Least $15,000

TOTAL

of Parent's Working in Head Start Families

Both
Parents

-3)
.2)
51. 4)
( .4)

)

157 (32.2

Parent's Working in Family

of Household Income by Status

Mother aﬁd
Other Adult Father No One
16 ( 4.1) 120 (30.4) 151 (38.2)
1 (2.7) 17 (45.9) 3 ( 8.1)
4 (11.4) 12 (34.3) 1 (2.9)
1 (4.8) 5 ( 3.2) 0 (0.0)
22 ( 4.5) 154 (31.6) 155 (31.8)
25




tousehold Income (n)

Less tha6‘$lo.090
$10,000 to 51‘2999
$12,000 to $14,999
At least $15,000

TOTAL SAMPLE

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE QV\0.5.

Sreakdowns °

tlousehold Income ot Head Start Families

School Values of
Negativism Education
X s X 5
{327) 0.19 1.03 . 0.05 0.98
(22)-0.19 o0.84 .0.50"  1.0!
(19)-0.56 0.59 0.32 1.03
{13) 0.16 1.06 -0.12 .17
381 0.13 1.01 0.03  0.99

Hess Factor Scores

Educ.tion
Upward Mobility

X H

0.24 0.93
-0.22 1.09
-0.03 0.8!

\_on 09
018 T oo

(Means snd Standard Deviations) of Hess Factor Scores by

Socfal
Traditionalism
X S
-0.06 1.0
0.26 1.14
-0.03 0.9
0.02 0.80
-0.04 1.00

\

Positive
Perceptions
of Teachert
X S

0.03 1.03
-0.31 1.08
-0.09 0.90
0.19 0.95
0.00 1.03




Eligibility

Eligible
Not Eligible

TOTAL

TABLE Q10.6. Crosstabulatio
in Head Start and Region

Northeast

n (%)

112 (29.6)
75 (36.2)

187 (32.0)

Southeast

n (%) _

141 (.7.3)
37 (17.9)

178 (30.4)

A

N .‘»\»\

Region

Southwest

n (%)

56 (14.8)
49 (23.7)

105 {17.9)

—

n of Eligibility to Participate

West

_n(%)__

69
46

(18.3)
(22.2)

{19.7)

TOTAL

378 (64.6)
207 (35.4)

585




Per Capita Income

$1 to $599
$600 to $999
$1000 to $1499
$1500 to $2099
$2100 to $2999
At Least $3000

TOTAL

s
.
————

TABLE Q10.7.

15 (11.5

Northeast
n (%)

—

55 (34.2
58 (43.9
30 (32.3
24 (38.7
15 (45.5

197 (32.2)

— et et et S

for Head Start Families

Region
Southesast Southwest
n g%z n (%
71 (54.2) 19 (14.5)
51 (31.7) 28 (17.4)
31 (23.5) 21 (15.9)
23 (24.7) 19 (20.4)
7 (11.3) 16 (25.8)
2 (6.1) 8 (24.2)
185 (30.2) 111 (18.1)
2y
~ oL
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Crosstabluation of Per Capita Income and Region

West

n (%)

26 (19.8)
27 (16.8)
22 (15.7)
21 (22.6)
15 (24.2)
8 (24.2)

119 (19.4)

TOTAL
n (%)

131
161
132
93
62
33

612




TABLE Q10.8.

Per Capita Income

$1 to $599
$600 to $999
$1000 to $1499
$1500 to 2099
$2100 to $2999
At least $3000

TOTAL

Crosstabulation of Per Capita Income of Head Start

Families by Ethnicity

Family Ethnicity

Black White

n (%) n (%)
92 (70.2) 22 (16.8)
79 (49.1) 54 (33.5)
55 74.4) 58 (43.6)
28 (30.1) 46 (49.5)
14 (22.6) 33 (53.2)
8 (24.2) 18 (54.5)
280 (45.7) 231 (37.7)

9.

NSy
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Other
n (%)

17 (13.0)
8 (17.4)
8 (12.0)
19 (20.4)
5 (24.2)
7 (21.2)

102 (16.6)

TOTAL

(n (%)

131 (21.4)
161 (26.3)
133 (21.7)

3 (15.2)
2 (10.1)
3(5.4)

613




Question 11: karent Characterjistics Associated with Parent
Involvement

Question 5 of the RFP, which focused on aspects of tami-
lies and centers which weré related to parent aiunvolvenent,
provided an opportunity to contrast two ditferent notions
about the sources of motivation tor involvement. On the one
hand, parental economic and educational status was Coasid-
ered a source of involvement on the assumptaion that the
values which aistinquished between parents of diafferent
soc10-econogic statuses would predict potivation tO DpecoOxe
involved. On the other hand, the assumption was nmade that
all parents were motivated to become invo.ived, but those who
had fewer resources in time and energy would tend to bk less
involved. Resources in time and energy were estipated in
terms of the number of adults ia the tamily who worxed awuc
who therefore had laimited time to become involved. It aliso
¥as estimated by the number of adults in the family on the
grounds that the more adults present, the greater 1tne
resources for in-household child care so that at least ohue
parent could be able to ieave the house to attend lHeaa Start

activaties.

The findings ot Question 5 indicated that some measures
of i1n-home Tresources <id Fpredict involvenent, along with
indicators of SES. In order to examlne these COuLtrlLutors
in greater depth, the present study considers the complex of
parental attitudes, nome factors, and SES as interresated
paths toward involvement in the Head Start prograas and Cen-
ters. Note that this issue considers the factors predactang
involvezent. The alternate 1ssue, the impact of ainvoivement
ds a Head Start program component on fasily TrIesources and
ultimnately on child performance, 1s considered 1n Yuestlion
9.




1s there a predosinant set of interrelationships axony
SES and attitudinal factors which leads to heightened |

levels of involvement?

Yes. White parents with somewhat higher 1ncomes tend to
have higher levels of involvement 1f they also bave the
higher educational attainments which are associated with
families who supply rore educational materials to chilaren

at honme.

Technical Discussion

the parent interview administered in the transition study
asked parents to report their participation in Heaag Start
activities as well as their interaction pattelds ¥itn thear
children, other Head Start parents, and their children's
teachers. Tables ©711.31 thru Q11.4 provide frequencies ot
four indices of parent involvement. Table @11.1 displays
how frequently parents helgea at the Head Start center. 1t
becomes imaediately apparent that 21ndeed Head Start ceuters
are actively trying to get parents involved 1n Center activ-
ities. Two-tnirds of the parents were actavely involved 1b
Head Start center activities with almost one-nall o1t tue

parents helping out at least oace a month.

A second i1nGex of parent 1avolvesment pertains to the
interaction of parents with other parents. Taple Q11.2
shows the frequency ot parent interactiovn with other pareuts
of hHead Start children. Again 1t 15 dulte apparent tnat thae
Head Start centers are providing opportunities oI parents
to yet togetner with other parents. Lless than Seven percent
(6.5%) of the Head Start parents indicateq they dia Nct Nave
the opportunity to participate 1n these farent activitlies.
The zajoraity of Head Start parents attend these actaivities
once every one or two months {46.2%) or tw¥lice a 10nth
(31.9%) . In general, the Head Start parents report guite &«

lot of 1nteraction with other Head Start parents.

YR
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The number of times a parent went to ta 1lXx with tne
child*s teacher provides a third index ot parent involvement
and is displayed in Table ¢11.3. The wmajority of pareuts
talked witihk the teacher once or twice.

A fourth measure of parent involvement reflects the par-
ent interaction with the child an the home environment. The
distribution of the number of times the child askea the par-
ents for help with school work is found in Tuble gil.u.
Forty-three percent of the parents indicated the children
asked them for help with school work every day.

In an attempt to determine factors associated with varia-
tion in rate of parent involvement, these four indices ot
involvement of Head Start parents were exazined relataive to
a number of variables. These variables includea 1Iamliy
background characteristics (ethnicity, family size, numsver
of adults, enployment status of parents), socio-econuslc
status (per capita income, wmother's education), parental
attitudes .(attitudes toward school, locus o0f control,
child*s expectations) , home environment (learning mdaterai-
als), demographic variables (region, City size), aid center
characteristics (auspices, center ethnicity, center activi-
ties). An indepth lcok at the relationship of these varia-
bles with respect to the rates o0f parent invoivement can Le
found in Question 5 of Chapter 4.

At thas poant it becomes obvious that there exists a sup-
tle interplay between certain characterastics ot centels ahu
certain characteristics of parents who enroll thear chilcren
in those Centq@§. It seems coertain that thas complex inter-
action between center and parent characteristics Wway nave &
profound effect on the rates of parent involvement. It
seems obvious that a causal model intergrating these varia-
bles is cursaive and circular so that every vagiapble Can re
expected to contribute to the variance Of a number Ot other
var1able§ in the model. It is necessary to 'i1se very Caretul
procedures, such as path analytic techniques, to identaty
those factors whxcﬂ might reasonably be considered antece-
dents of parent involvement. Such an analiysis wouid Lot only
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yield a fuller understanding of the center-parent-conmnunaty
as a systee, bDut would also 1iacrease ones understauding ot
what tactors might be manipulated to increase the possibal-
ity of higher rates of involverent an the affairs of the
center and in the education of thear children.

The podel. The independent variables included 1D the
causal model of parent involvement were measures Oif ethnic—
ity, socio-economic status such &s per capita income ana
mother®s educatior level, parental attitudes toward school
and towzrd the value ot education, and home learning envi-
ronment as well as certain center characteristics Such as
auspices, center ethnicaty and the emphasis ot acadeslc
activities. The dependent variables included in the study
were indices of parental involvement at the Heaa Start cen-
ter, interaction with other Lead Start parents, ruteraction
with child®s teacher, and an index of how often the chiid
sought help from parents on school work at hose. Inclusion
of these variables i1n a causal model allows for poteniial
interpretations of antecedents of parents rnvolvemelt 1L a

complex center-parent-comnunity system.

Figures Q11.1 to Q11.4 displays the path diagrams for
this nodel. The unidirectional arrows Irepreseht airect
paths of causal intluence. In this mcael, the home eunvirou-
ment index and the two measures of school attaitude, school
negativisa and the value of education, WwWere considercd
dependent upon the parents® etnnicity and two ameasures o1
socio=-economic background, per capita income ana mother's
educational attainment. These two SOCi0o~€eCOnoOm1C MmeasSures
were assumed to depend directly upon the ethniacaty ot tue
parents (coded 1 for Black and 2 for White).

The emphasis of academic activities in the Heaa Start
Center ¥2s seen as a function of two Center characteristics,
auspices and center ethnicity. The auspices Of the Head
Start Center »as entered as two dummy coded variables, one
indicating operation of the center by public schoois and tae
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other operated by local Community Action Agenciese.
Similarly, center ethnicity was entered i1nto the regression
equations using two dumsy coded variables, Black center ana
White center variables. Centers with 70% or more ot theltr
students being Black received a code 1 for the BLACK CENTLh
variable while thkose centers enrolling 70% or more Whlte
students received a code 1 for the WHITE CENTEK valiable.
In addition, academic emphasis 1 the Head Start was aiso
seen to be influenced by characteristics associated with tne
parents of the children enrolled. In particular, the two
socio-economic measures, per capita income and mother's eau-
cation level, may serve as surrogates of values of parents
which enter anto the determinations of which actaivities wele
to be emphasized in the Head Start Center. This wmoues
assumes that parents® ethnicity influenced the acaaexnic
activities of the «center only indirectly through thear
influence on the socio-economic status of the tamily,

namely, per capita incoze and mother's ecducational level.

The dependent measures of fparent involvement were consid-
ered dependent upon center auspices, center ethnicaty, tine
enpkasis of acaaeric activities ia the center, pareni etn-
nicity, a measure of home environment, anc twO pdIledtal
attitudes (school negativism and the value of ecucation).
This zodel allows socilo-economic tactolrs to iniluence parcnt
involvement indirectly through their influence of the hone

environment and parental attitudes towdrd e€uucation.

he Data. The parent interview questicnnaire was used tc

e

obtain intormation about the socio-economic backgrounu of

the parents particaipating in the study, about parent atti-
tudes toward school, and about parent involvement 10 & hLunm-=
ber oi areas. Only parents with chiaidren enrolled in head
Start were used in the analysis. Center characteraist:ics
vere taken from the center QJuestionnaire. This center
information was dlsaggqregated to parent 1level py tagginy

center data to each child enrolled 1n 1ts respective center.
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Direct regression routines used to estimate path

coefficients displayed by the recursive path models Ieguire

e the input or calculation of a smatrax of zero-order correla-
tions. By using listwise deletion 1in the computation ot

these correlation matrices, every parent included in the

analyses had a valid response to each of the variabies

® entered ia the model. The number of subjects used 1u each
model varied slightly due to missing 1inforwation or the

dependent variables. The sample sizes used in subsequent

analyses are as follows: 165 for the analysis of parent

© involvement at the Head Start Center; 168 for the examina-
tiou of parent interaction with the child's teacher; 162 tor

the analysis of parent involvement with the Child 11 tne

hore; and 157 for the examination ot parent interaciion with

other Head Start barents.

Results. The results ot subsequent path analytic proce-

) dures are shown 1n Figures ¢@11.1 to Q11.4 an tne tfors ot
estimated stanaaraized regression coefticients. The resuits

confirmed the hypothesized positive effects of paient eth-

nicity (coded 1 for Black and 2 tor White) omu the two s0C1O-

o economic measures, per capita income and pother's leveld ot
educational attainment. Being White appears to bpe al adavan-

tage in terms of soclo—economic status. The resuits ct the

regIlession of home environzent on per capita 1ncoLe,

o nother®s education and parent ethnicity also confarm prior

expectationse. The positive etfect of these variegbies on
home environment clearly support the premise that culturai
and socio-economic factors intluence the opportusiiies tOT
® fostering specific kinas of home environnents. Generasdy,
sothers® education and parent ethnicaty have a protound
effect on home environment while higher per capita 1incomes
provided a slight advantage 10 terms of 1ncreaseua home sti-

) mulation.

where the regression of parental school attitules On tne

t 4o socio-economlC variables and parent ethnicity were con-

's %
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sidered some prior expectations were coutirmed, yet sone

surprises vere produced. The negative effect of parent eth-
nicity on school negativise and value of education reflect a
tendency of Blacks to feel somewhat poverless and allenatica
with respect to school changes, while containuing to foster
an attitude that education offers a potential avenue tO suc-
cess in future endeavors. Mother's education was aliso
hypothesized to have a positive effect on the parent's atti-
tude toward the value of education and a negative eftwct on
school negativism. The path coefficients confirmed this
hypothesis. Parents with greater educational attainmenut
believe in the virtues of a good education aund believe that
their efforts to improve the schools would be supported by
teachers and prancipals. However, examining the effects ot
per capita incore on these two school &ttitudes proviaea
somevhat surpraising results. Apparently, parents witih
higher per capita income have lower expectations Oof the
value of education and entertain somewhat more negative

attitudes toward school.

The results of the regression df academic activity empha=
sis on the Head Start Center on the dummy coaed vailables
denoting auspices and center ethnicity as well as the two
socio-economic variables confirmed most o0f the prior expec-
tations. Predomanantly black centers are emphasizing these
activities. The high negative path coefficient (-.41) of
local CAA operated centers 1indlcate a relativeiy strong
indication that these centers emphasize Other types ot
activities and emphasize academics to a lessor extelt thal

centers under different auspices.

The effect oi socio-sconomiC variables on academic actliv-
ities in the Head Start Center was considerea. 1t wdas anti-
cipated that this effect would be slightly positive. Par-
ents of high socic-economic status perhaps would Seck out
Head Start centers where acaaemic activities were au 1hteg-
ral part oi. the curraculua. Howevel, these eltects welk

found to be minaimal, and hence produce no effect on tne




decisions to emphasize -academic activities withan the ceu-

ter.

The regression of the four involvement measures Ol daus=
pices, center etmnicity, acadenic emphasis, home euviron-
ment, school negativism, and the value of educatiou produced
some interesting results. Foremost, it appears thet L.e
home environment has a strong etfect on all measures of par-
ent involvement. Parents who expose ‘thear chilaren to a
greater number of educational materials in the home appar-
ently take ap active part in the education of their chiidren
by involving themselves in activities of the Head Start Cen-
ter, talking with the child‘'s teacher, anteracting with
other Heaa Start parents and helpiag the chiia at oome. The
standardized partial regression coefticients oOif parent
involvement regressed on the home environment index vemailed
relatively consistent ranging from -.21 to .beﬂ it shoula le
noted that an alternative causal path, 1D wiCh 1nvolvenent
has an impact on home stimulation, 1s not being tested here.
The component of each of these variables co>nsiderea in tae
present causal model is that 1n which home enviroumeunt coin-
tributes to involvement. The alternative model 1s aiscussed

in Question 9.

The effects of parent attitudes on palZent 10vVOolvement
vere also examined. With respect to school negativisi, par-
ents who felt powerlessness or aliepaticn towaru schoou
tended to interact with their child®s teacher '~ becobe
involved in Head Start actaivities infrequently. Also, these
parents have the opportunity to interact with other Head
Start parents only occasionally. However, the children ot
these parents actively sought help on sSchool work at hcme at
a much hagher Late. When +the effect of parents® attituurs
toward the vaiue of education or parent involvement wds exa-
mined, 1ts effect was positive. The greater the value
placed on education the more the parents were rnvolvea, par-
ticularly with respect to talking with the child's teachner.

2 ) '
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Rhen the effects of academic activity emphasis 1n Heaa
Start Centers was considered, it was found to have a slight
negative effect, partacularly when the involvewent dealt
with interaction with the child's teacher. The more emnpha-
sis on academics the less parental involvement in the center
and with the classroow teachers. It should be notea that
academic emphasis at the Head Start Center had no ettect on
the number of times a child asked thear parents for nelp on
school work in the home.

With respect to the direct effects of auspices on parent
involvesent, @2 problem arose as a resuit of the ilstwise
selection procedure which had to be used here. Tnis proce-
dure resuited in a somewhat disproportionate oaumber of
White, high invelvement families being selected. Sance eth-~
nicaty is confounded with auspices, the comparison between
different auspices on rates of ainvolvement had to e
adjusted. There were no essential ditferences between ceu-
ters under different auspices following adjustment for thas
problem, which is a replication of the tindings reportea 1u
Guestion 5. No other effects ot this selection procedure

were noted.

The ethnicity of the center has relatively lattle airect
effect on two of the parent involvement 1indices. lhowever,
parents with «children enrolled i1n predomanantly Black cen-
ters are asked by thear children for help on school work
more frequently as evidenced by the relatively hign (.3%)
positive path coefficient. The interpretation of this reia-
tively strong relationship must be continuously expliorea aue
tc potential confounding by regional effects. Most ot tne
predominantly Black centers are found 1n the Southeast where
children enter directly 2into farst grade as opposed toO
entering into Kindergarten. It is entirely possiple that
tirst g-ades have more Pprojects or howmeworx outside ot
school and thus seek more help from thear pdrents on these
0CCaslons. On the other hand, 1t truely may be a thenouena

of predominant Black centers. In additaon, parents with
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children enrolled 1n predoxinantly Wwhite Head Start Centers
tend to become involved with other Head Start parents Lore
often than parents found in predominantly Black centers.
The remainaag direct eifects of centeg_etnn1c1ty are maini-

nal.

The estirated direct effect of parent ethnicity on parent
involvement are relatively small. Wwhile all the eitects dre
positive between parent ethnicaty (coded 1 for Blacx and <
for White) and the four »easures of parent invoiverent nohe
of the path coefficients are greater than .10. However, the
total eftect of parent ethnicity on parent 2involvement was
nuch greater due to the indirect effects ¢rf parent ethnicity
on socio-economic factors, schoovl attitudes and hoaze e€nvi-
rongent. This is particuiarly true wlith respect to ;arent
involvesent at the Head Start Center. Nhites tend 10 have
higher per cabita income and hxgher levels of educational
attainment which in turn 1s positively related to the number
of educational materials in the home which 1s positively
associated with partaicipaticn on Head Start activities.
Similarly, Whites tend to have a less Degative atiituae
toward school which 1s related to more involvement at the
center. In essence, when the direct and indirect eitects vl
parents ethnicity are taken into consideration Whites tend

to be more involved.

Conclusion

The preceding models have attempted to present a causal
explanation for variations in rates oI parent invoivement at
Head Start Center, with teachers, with other Head bdtart Lar-
ents, and with their children. By no means do tgpese noaeus
explain all the variations 1n rates of involvement for these
four indaces. A large portion of the variations 1s due tO
variables not included in the wmodels. Bowever, there
appears tc be some ygeneral consistencies sCross these sogels

which are of potential interest.
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Pirst ot all, 1t is very apparent that the home ecnviron-
ment is a major contributer to parent involvement. To a
lesser extent, the reverse 1s also true. This isste 1s dis-
cussed in Question 5. Parents providing a great number ot
educational materials in the home are also actively partici-
rating in Head Start activities, involved with other parents
of Head Start <children, talk with the teacher more otteu,
and help their children with school work 1in the home. YThese
parents wbo have made & concerted effort to provide a stimu-
lating home environment for their children are concerneu
vith the educational experiences provided their children.
As a result, given the opportunities tv become 1uvOlved 1L
the educational progress of their chilcren they acCtivedly
particaipate.

A second major factor contrabuting to parent invoivement
is the parent®s attitudes toward schools. Those parents who
feel their efforts to 2improve the schools ale futile dle
less compelied to become actively 1nvolved 1D activities
associated with the school. This sense ot powerlessness ana
alienation leads to resentment and consternation, Tresultlng
in a total negative effect on jparent involverent. 11 par-
ents were encouraged to participate in school activitles,
and saw some positivé results troa these etforts, par:ut's
negative school attitudes would diminish and parent involive-

ment may increase.

It seems cClear that the extent to which a parent becoues
involved with the center or with tne Head Start progras is a
very complex expression of the value system which parents
bring to the parenting task. The factors which 1nhibit par=—
ents from contact with the progreas appear to pe deeply
rooted 1n the sense of self and the sense of value 1u tae
schooling process. These are factors which are not amenabie
to siaple manipulation and zmay be influenced only througsn o
long term process of increasaing .ontidence 1n Head Start «s
a2 means of improvement in tne future life conditions ot

their children. Parents who now spend time in the involve
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ment process do appear to have this coniidence 1n the future

and in Head Start?®s role in improving the future.

This picture of the factors associated with ainvolvement
suggests that there is no saimple formula or technigue whicCh
can ispact on the rate of parental involvement. hs Heaa
Start increases its image generally, as 1t continues to
anpounce its presence as a successful wmears of rpersomnal
igprovement, as it of fers wore and more evidence oif 1ts suc-
Cess and support in the community, it will gain the x1.d ot
role-image necessary to be an effective =magnet for the non-
involved parept. Involvement shoula not be seen theretore
as a means of improving the program. It 1s, rather, ana
expression of the success oif the program if success can be -
defined as an increase in the belief that cbildrens® tutuies

can, in the eyes of parents, be improved through the Head

Start experiences.




At

How Ofteﬁ Does

TABLE Q11.1

Parent Help at Head Start Center

MISSING CASES - 262

Adjusted CummeTat ive
Absolute Frequency rrequency
Category Label Frequency (PCT). (PCT)
Did not help 259 33.3 33.3
Less than 4 times year 67 8.3 41.6
4 times year 80 9.9 51.5
Once a month 100 12.4 63.9
Twice a month 130 16.1 80.0
Once a week 161 20.0_ 100.0
TOTH 807 10C.0
s MISSING CASES - 227
TABLE 011.2
Parent Involvment With Other Head Start Parents
— T
Adjusted Cummulative
Absclute F-equency Freguency
Category Label Frequency (PCT) __peT)
Did not meet 50 6.5 6.5
4 time year or less 86 .. 1.1 17.6
Once 1 or 2 months 357 46.2 63.9
Twice a month 246 31.9 95.7
Once a week 33 4.3 100.0
TOTAL 772 100.0

Dy
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How Many Times Did Parent Talk With Teacher

TABLE 011.3

Adjusted Cummulative
Absolute Frequency Frequency
Category Label Frequency (PCT) (PCT)
Did not talk 143 17.4 17.4
1 time 210 25.5 42.9
2 times 185 22.5 65.4
3 times 103 12.5 77.9
4 times 75 9.1 87.0
5 or more times 107 13.0 100.0
TOTAL 823 100.0
MISSING CASES - 211
1ABLE Q11.4
How Often Coes Kid Ask Parent For Helo
" Adjusted Cummulative
Absolute Frequency Frequency
Catecory Label Frequency __(PCT) (PCT)
:Cnce a month 107 13.9 13.9
2 or 3 per month 34 4.4 18.4
Once a week 115 15.0 33.3
Several times a week 180 23.4 56.8
Every day 332 43.2 100.0
TOTAL 768 100.0
o MISSING CASES - 266
275
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figure Q1.2 Recursive Path Model of Involvement With Teacher
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fiqure Q11.3.  Recursive Path Model of Involvement With Child at llowe
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Figure Q11.4. fecursive Path Model of Involvement With Other Parents
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Questjion 12: Length of Enrollment as a Factor an Chalg Qut-

(ofe) 333

The analysis of etfects of activity variatles daescrabiug
Head Start center programs has been reported in Question 1.
In this section, the role of 1length of enroilment 1n pres-—
chool and the length of enrollment in Head Starts with par-
ticular activity emphases is reported.

Does the pattern of time 1in preschool vary across

regions?

Yes. In the Sou.heast, where there are no public xinder-—
gartens, half of the Head Start children were enrolled tor
more than a calendar Year {i.e., twe tulil school Yyear
terms), and half vere enrolled for just one ftull term. 1n
the Northeast and in the West, Head Start children were cou-
centrated to a greater extent in the cne tuli tern category
{7C%) , and chiidren an the Southwest were conceutrated even
more (80%) in the one full term category.

The pattern of enrollment timwe for non-Hedd Starti pres-
choolers is considerabiy different from the Head Start pat-
tern. These children are much mor. variable in thell
enrollxent lengths; higher proportions of them attenaeu
preschool two full terms, and higher proportions ot them
attended Preschool for less tharn a full term than theil Heca
Start counterparts. Proportionally fewer of these chaidieun
attended preschool for the typical Head Start enrollment
time, just one full term.

Does the length of enroliment in Head Start contr..oute
to the performance of children in academic or afftec-

tive measures?

VNIRRT Tpp—
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To some extente. The few Head Start children in the
Southvest and West who were enrolled for two tuls terwms
scored higher on a reading and on a math subtest than theéil
counterpart Bead Starters who enrolled tor eltLeI\\fhe tull
term or less than a full tern. —=~.

\-

\

Does the length of enrollment in Heaa Start prograis
with particular activity emphases contribute to the
performance of children on academic or affective mea-

sures?

There 1s no support for the notion that longer enrolil-
ments in centers described by their directors as having par-
ticular actaivity emphases 1is associated with any &igher

scores on any of the outcole measures.

Technical Discussaon

Length of enrollment is measured by parental reportis oI
the number of months the <chnild attended a preschool prograx
before entering public school. The distrabution of months
in preschool by type of preschool attended within €acCh
region is presented in Table Qi2.1. 1t is clear tnat Heaa
Start children typically attended preschool for 7-13 months
in each region except the Southeast. There are a Signiil-
cantly large numper of chilaren who also attended over 13
months. This most likely reflects the tact that there are
no public kindergartens in this region and that Head Start
children had an opportunity to attend prescnool duraing thear
fourth as wvell as their fifth year. Children who attendeg
Head Start plus some other preschool (probably before enter-
ing Head Start) t/pically attended for a greater total num-
ber of months than children who attendeu just Heaa btart.
This varies by region so once again it 1S izportant thdt the

procedure of blocking by region pe continued here.
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The effects ot months in preschool are summarized 11
Tables 012.2 to 012.5 and the effects, withain Head Start oi
the interaction of length of enrollment and each activaty
epphasis is presented in lables Q12.6 to ¢12.17. In adoa-
tion, Yable Q12.18 presents the adjusted mean outCome scores
for the Head Start children in the West and Southwest within
each category of length of enrollment for the outcomxes whicCh
showed the effect of enrollment. Note that the effects are
generated through the sanme regression procedures used
throughout, and that the adjusted means reported are from
the residuals of outcome variance after the adjusting varia-

bles have been removed.

Conclusions

The scattered findings with respect 0 the eftects of
length of enroilment pose a probles of 1interpretation.
There are enough effects in the Southwest and West to suyg-
gest that length of enroliment aas some kind of 1xpaCt on
the process of iearning. However, saince the specific areas
of eftects vary across the twou regions, the process by which
a longer time ir the program can enhance the acquisition of
particular sxills cannot easily be identified. It 1s aifii-
cult to guess why an increase in enroliment time jlelds ai
improvement in, for example, written math in the west and
oral math in the Southwest. Although the processes underiy-
1ng these two matn tasxs may appear saimilar, the scales welwu
developed so that they are uncorrelated with each other. it
the enrollment influenced a math process of some sort, it
should be consisteat in the subscale 1n which 1its etfects
become nanifest.

1t is also possible to consider that the length 0Of
earollment 1is {mportant only af it allows a potentaall:
effective curriculiuvm to become operative. This 15 exanined
through the interactions between tixe ci enrollment and
activity factor and here no eviaence 1s present to suggest

such a notiona. There are no 1nterations between enrollmelnit




time and activity which are significant for the subtests
under gquestion. Indeed, there are no real sagniticances at
all for these interactions. It is n=2cessary to conclude
that based on the present data set, an increese in the
amount of time spent 1in any one of the activity eapnhases
does not coptribute to any discernible academiC conse-
guences. Under normal circunstances, the rejection oi an
hypothesis about an 21interaction requires that the nald
effects be considerea as non-significant. Bowever, in this
case, to ignore the findings that in soze instances length
of enrollment does have an effect would be to comzlt 4an
undesirable error an this kind of study. The error 1s to be

hasty in rejecting a fpotentially valuable hypothesis.

There would be a benefit to holding on tc the nypotnesis
of an eftect of increased enrollment sincCe the policCy conse~
gquences of the verification of such an hypothesis couia be
very aimportant. it is necessary, however, to indicCate what
must be done if we charge our standards for hypothesis
rejection in the present case. It would be very important
to take as the next task an atteapt to determine the aCtual
events associated with aincreased time of enrollment 1in the
cases in which it 1s and in the cases in vhich a1t 1s not
effective in producing increased performaunce. Simply to
contihue to assert that increased enrollment time mdy 2h
some places and 1in some academiC 4AOmAlLs produce 1ucCreases
pertormance does not allow anyone to act on that 4SSertioL.
It is necessary that conditions under which enrollments
becope effective be discerned and that can only occur
through an in-depth examination ot local conditions (Class-
room and child level analysis). There 1c enough justificCa-
tion in the present data to indicate that the most important
finding of this section is that such an in-depth study
should be done and would Yyield educationally valuable

resultse.

There is at least two other Treasons why an in-depth eXxa-
mination of the time in enrollment is desairable. The fiIst
s L(’
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is associated with a point made several times elisewhere i
this report. That is, the method of measuring the prograas
in Head Start, as used in this study, leaves much to ve
desired. Recall that the measure 1s based on center diiec-—
tors® judgments about the relative importance and level ot
usage of a variety ot activitaes in their cCenters. Tnere

has been no verification of those judgments, ana tnere is no

way to sor. out the meny eXxtraneous sources of Judgments
wnich might contribate to the directors' reports apout thelr
centers. In addition, there 1s no way oi aeteimining tane
extent to which the activities whach the directors Jjudged as
ir.portant in their centers, were in fact delivered to amny ot
the children from their centers who found their way onto tine
preseunt data base. Recall that many centers w&re ITeple-—
sented on this base by as few as i0% of the children an a
Center and those children were not selected according 10O any
sampling frame. 1t is therefore entirely possible that the
full Qirect potential of any academic program, Or the 1ndi-
rect academic potential of social and expressive activities,
cannot be revealed in this data base because of & Jlacx ot
valid measuresent. It is equally possible that the accumu-
lation of effects, whether they be of acadeunic skilus, OI a
sense of social and personai strength, does take KOre thal <
single year to have an ampact on acacemic perforzaence in
public schools. ' The length of enrocllment should have & mea-
surable effect on predicting such performance &éna sihce
B there 1s a small amount of evidence that this wight be true,
there is every reason to insist on a valia measure ot [ro-
gram to be 1nciuded in a test of the enrollment hypothesis

PN befcre 1t is rejected.

It is also important to note that SlnCe there ajppears to
be a consistent effect . £ Head Start on the ASSertlveuvss
measure, and since there 1s supstantial theoretical Jjustifa-
cation to expect that Assertiveness should have some icny
term effects on some aspects of academic pertormacce, it
seeas guite unjustified to hastily rejeci any DOtlons about

time of enrollment.
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A second reason why this factor should ve examined 1h
depth before any conculsions are drawn has to 20 with the
fully indirect sources of academic deveiopment whicn Heada
Start attempts to stimulate. Bere we refer to the parent
programs which are designed t0 achleve among other goais,
changes 1n those perental skills and home behaviors which
are expected to create improved learning concitions tovr tne
childxen. I+ is diffacult to imagine that the processes
unleashed by changes in the style of parentang, and in that
style vwhich might be uniquely effective on the chilarens®
acaaemic performance, do not take theair effects slowly and
over a relatively long period of time. we kpnow very little
of this process, of course, and it is ot at all clear thati
critical developmental stages 1in the grovwth ot parental con-=
fidence in the alternative parenting styles &and their apll-
ity to engagye in them effectiveliy 1s not Iegulreda belore any
impact of parenting prograss can be discerhed. Thus, we¢
don't know how long to administer the programs betore ioox-
ing for effects, but the longer the better 1s notr unreasoLa-
ble. w2 counclude therefore, that the areas of tine O1
enroliment is much too subtie an issue to deal with 1n iteiws
of the gross measures available in large studies sucn as the
present one. And 1t 1s too central a number of craticad
policy gquestious to draw conclusions about too yulckly.
Considerably more needs to be done in this area pefore these

ppolicy gquestions can be resolved.
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TABLE Q12.1

Distribution of Months in Preschool

by Type of Preschool and Area

ALL
NORTHEAST - SOUTHEAST SQUTHWEST WEST REGIONS

1 to |7 to Jover 1 to {7 to }over 1 to}7 to jover 1 to}]7 to Jover 1 tol7 to [{over

6 mo. |13 mo2| 13 mo. {Total {6 mo.]13 mo.] 13 mo.] Total|6 mo.]13 mo.|13 mo.{Total]6 mo.|13 mo.{13 mo.{Total}6 mo. 13 mo.}{13 mo.|Total
TYPE OF PRESCHOOL ' __
Other Preschool 13 31 17 61 8 17 20 45 6 | 13_| 1a t 33120 19 | 28 67 | A 80 79 206
Head Start only {14 {157 48 219 7_1.107 98 212 6 95 |19 120 | 14 85 28 127 { 41 444 193 678
Head Start and
Other 1049 9 18 5 12 22 39 0 12 15 27 3 16 15 34 8 49 61 118 |

27 197 74 298 20 136 140 296 12 120 48 180 37 120 71 228 96 573 333 1002
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TABLE Q12.2

Summary of Regression Analyses
Months in Preschool Effect
Northeast Region

Signjficance of b's
vartable N h niom\ ¢ Stgn | MAED | PERcAP | MOMESTM2 | RACE 'I‘g"[',gg

Spell & Read Words 154 .040 | .040 .00

Name Letters 154 | 090 | .09 .02 +*

Copy Marks _ 154 16 | .18 .40 st

| Letter Recogaition 15a | e} ona 07 we!
Weitten Maih 154 .003 | .003 R

Oral Math 1 (Easy) 154 Jad 1 e .01 st

Ora) Math 117 (Difficnlt) | )54 023 .026 XV

Count ing hots 154 .013 .019 .97

ALE Awersean 130 | oo n #! +t +

Assertive 130 .030 | .062 4.14 * *

' e }

Y % juplies p .05 ¢ o
**jmplies p .0 ’
t/-indicates direction of b

o o




TABLE Q12.3
Sumnary of Regression Analyses

Months in Preschool Effect
Southeast Region

. Significance of b's
varfable N Ri Rio cal ¥ Slgn MAED | PERCAP HOMESTH2 RACE ﬁﬂ;ﬁg
Spell & Read Horda 176 .043 .043 .01
Name Letters 176 | .065 | .068 .65 aet
Copy Marks 176 | .027 | .028 .06
. | tetter Recognition 176 | .079 | .079 124 ot )
Written Hath 176 .019 | .058 €.98 * bl
Oral Hath 1 (Fasy) 176 .069 | .010 .15 i
oral Math L1 MCELI) | g76 | 063 | .064 19 o
Count Lng Dots 176 | .002 | .021 | 3.70
ALL Amertcan 129 | .139 | 180 | 6.22 | * ! o ot
Ansertive 129 .03 | .052 | 28

* implies p .05
sxfpplies p .01
+/-indicates direction of b

25
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TABLE Q12.4

Sumnmary of Regression Analyses

Southwest Region

Months in Preschooi Effect

Stgnificance of b's

variable N n: R'zrutnl F Stgn | MAED | PERCAP | HOMESTMZ BLACK | wHiTE m"mg

Spell & Read Words 85 .079 .089 .87 -
Nome Lettetn 85 218 | 305 | 2.9 W *” A"
Copy Marks 85 .356 | .357 .63 *” #xT
Letter Recogaltlon 85 | .051 | .052 2 *
Written Math 85 .055 | .067 1.00
Orpl Hath t {Easy) 85 255 | .283°} 3.09 o
gral Math 11 (DIF€1cult) 85 161 162 06 - -
Count Ing Dots 85 .084 | .087 .25
ALl Amerlcan 73 236 | .2m 7 +
Assert Lve 13 Lam | o229} 1 | o# +! ! I

* imflies p .05

**fgplies p .01 -

+/~indicates direction of b
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TABLE (112.5

Sunmary of Regression Analyses
Months 1n Preschool Effect
West Region

Significance of b's
2 2 PERCAP MONTHS
Varlable N Ry Riotat]l F Stgn MAED | PERCAL HOMESTH2 ACE A
+
Spell & Read Words 83 .031 120 8.44 *k *k
Hame Letters 89 .052 .055 .28
Copy Marks g9 | .237 | .240 .32 **
. | terter Recognition 89 033 | .046 1.12
| Written Hath 8o | .005 | .052 | 4.09 * **
Oral Math I (Easy) 89 061 0712 95
Oral Hath 11 (leflcull)' 89 216 216 .04 ot
Count log Dats 89 064 .090 2.32
ALt Amerlean 67 69 | 173 .28
Assertive 67 059 | .070 .19
* implies p .05
**implies p .01
1/-indicates direction of b
) (S
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TABLE 012.6

Summary of Regression Analysces
Interaction of Time in Preschool
Acadenic Knowledge and Skil

Northeast Region o
/[
k Sjgnificance of b's
2 2 TIMFE 1IN CENTER IN{ER-
Vartable N RA R Total F Sign. MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 LACE 'RESCHOOL JACTIVITY | ACTION
¢
ro Speil & Read Words 97 .070 .073 .30
G | Name Letters 97 | vz | ami ] .
! Copy Marks 97 | .061 0€2 .08
leiter Recognition 57 174 174 .00 aat
Wrltten Math 97 .024 .037 1.2 N
. Oral Math (Easy) 97 | 54 ] 1.35 0!
- oval Math 11 (DEEfLcult) 97 | .048 # .68
Count fng Dols 97 .034 .044 .93 .
All Amertean 76 139 145 46
?
_} Asserttve 76 .07¢ 119 3.64 *
* jmplies p .05
t*jmplies p .01
t+/-1ndicates direction of b
. ’ i
) ty A
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TASLE Q2.7
Sunmary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Academic Knowledge and Skills
Southeast Region
Significance of b's 7
) . . TIME IN | CENTER | INIER-
Vartable R R, RZT Lal F Siga. MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 RACTE, PRESCHOOL, JACTIVLITY | ACIIOR
ota

Spelt & Read Words 92 .138 139 .05
Name Letlers 92 | .72 217 .83 * ot ot *" st
Copy Marks 92 .076 .08 .29
letter Recogultlon 92 .012 .040 47
Written Math 92 124 125 12
Oral Math (Easy) 92 | .024 .049 .24
Oral fath 11 (DIfflcult) 92 .067 .076 .81
Count Lag bots 92 .655 .099 A3 * *! +
ALL Amorlcan 73 | .200 | .213 ] 1.08 * set
Asaert Ive 73 1 192 .203 .92 s *”

* implies p .05

Mimplies ¢ .01

t/-indicates direction of b
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TABLE Q12.8 1 .
N Sunmary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and {3
Academic Knowledqe gand Skills
Southwest Region
N Significance of b's
2 2 TIME IN CENIER INTER-

Vartable N Ry R el F Stgn. MAED PERCAP HOMESTHM2 RACE YRESCHOOL JACTIVITY | ACTION
Spell & Read Hords 23 .482 .924 187.74 o ot *" T ant aet %
Name Letters 23 477 554 2.58
Copy Marks 23 314 .320 A3
Letter Rerogultion 23 | .42 .866 | 2.74 at
Hritten Math 23 .716 .725 .47 (L
Oral Math (Easy) 23 .481 .613 5.13 * wt ot ' . at
Oral Hath 1L (Difficnit) 23 .295 .382 2.10
Counting Dote 23 .27 374 2.31
ALl Amorican 19 | .433 435 | .02 st
Aanertlve 19 | .048 .094 .60

* wplies p .05

**implies p .0} . —

% /-indicates directivn of b ~
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o,
- . Stmmary of Regression Analyses ' s
. -Interaction of Time in Preschool and _
Acadeti&“Knowledge and~SKills N
Hest Req_ion —
] — Significardce of b's
/ - 202
9 ) - TINE IN | CENTER |} INTER-
Vartable N LR (L 3 Stgn. natn | PERCAP IOMESTH2 RACE "RESCHOOL |AFTIVLTY | ACTION
ota , .
Spell & Read Mords 50 205 . 209 24 .
Hame Letters 50 .083 .089 { .29
Copy tarka 50 .059 .0h0 .02
Letter Recognition 50 .075 .0/8 Al
Written Hath so | .335 | .339 | . ** st
Ocal Math (Easy) 50 | .106 148 | 2.08 -
Oral Math 11 (iffteuit) | 50 | .207 .212 .26 ot .
Counting Duts 50 . 064 104 T.89 .
~
Al Amertean 38 |.298 | .300 A2 ot ’
Asgert lve 38 .230 .243 52 s
+ jmplies p .05 &
**fmplies .01 /
i/-'l;:dlcatgs dlrech(ﬁ\ of b
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TABLE 12.19

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Social Knowledge and Skills
Northeast Region

1 Significance of b's
) 2 . TIME N | CENTER | INTER-
variable N S F Siga. HAED | PERCAP HOMESTM2 | RACE PRESQIOOL [ACTIVEITY | ACTION
:\) Spelt & Read Words 97 101 .103 .22
Gg Name letters 97 183 .210 . 3.01
l Copy HMarks 97 .060 .068 .68
letter Recogaltion 97 1 .150 | .167 | 1.85 «! W
Written Math 97 | .020 | .024 .42
Oral Math (Easy) 97 | .149 154 .47 s
Oral Math 1L (DIfflcult) 97 .042 135 9.57 *& aat aa"
Counting hots 97 .055 .067 1.12
ALL Amerlcan 76 | .126 32 .44 xt
Ansert Lve 76 | .070 120 | 3.84 *"
*+ jmplies p .05
**implies p .01
t/-indicates direction of b
o 301 . 3l
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TABLE Q12.11

Summary of Regression Analyses

Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Social Knowledge and Skills
Southeast Region

Significance of b's

2 2 _ TIME IN | GENTER | INTER-
variabie N R | R et ¥ Sign. MAED | PERCAP HOMEYL T2 | RACE PRESQUOOL JACTIVITY | ACTION
Spell & Read Words 92 .136 141 .48
Hame letters gz | . 72 .10 +t
Copy Marks 92 .083 .093 .92
Letter Recognitton 92 .067 068 .14
Written Math 92 K] 132 A3
O1al Hath (Eany) 92 .032 .073 3.70 Wt
Oral Hath I1 (DIfficult) 92 | .061 .071 .84
Countling Dots 92 .053 .064 1.04
ALl Amerfcan 73 | .262 | .87 | 2.26 wat
Asnertlve 13 .193 .22% 2.32 *" * L1

‘30 D
R

* implies p .05
**implies p .01

+/-indicates direction of b




TABLE 012,12

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Social Knowledge and Skills
Southwest Region

N Stgnificance of b's
) ) TIME IN | CENTER | INTER-
Variable N RI\ RTotal F Sign. MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 RACE PRES CIIOOL ACTIVITY | ACTION
:\) Spell & Read Words 23 644 860 | 24.94 i st * . mt
= ame Letters 23 | .a5a | 17 .oz st
' Copy Marks 23 | .29 | .30 { 1.3
Letter Recognition 23 317 .427 1.30
Weltten Hath 23 | .53 | .55¢ | .82 » st
Oral Hath (Easy) 23 | a8 | .700 | 130 »» axt set »st "
Orat Math T1 (DLfflcult) 23 .243 .255 .233
Counting Dots 23 | .456 .485 .85
All Amerlean 19 .433 .446 .27
Ansertive 19 |.008 | .060 | .20
* implies p .05
**inplies p .0}
+/-indicates direction of b
.. PR
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TABLE Q12.13

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Social Knowledge and Skills
West Region

-

SN~——— Significance of b's
i 2 2 TIME IN | CENTER Vinter-
varlable N Ry R ot F Stgn. MAED | PERCAP HOMESTM2 | RACE PRESCHOOL JACTIVITY | ACTION
,'\, Spell & Read Words 50 | .224 | .320 | 5.93 J * aat Wt .-
gg Name Letters 50 113 122 .42
l Copy Marka 50 .092 .097 .21
lLetter Recognition 50 .060 .069 .42
Written Math 50 332 .336 .22 *" »?
Oral Math (Easy) 50 .094 .120 1.26
Oral Math LI (DLfficult) 50 199 .203 .22 »*
Countleg Dot 50 .054 .066 .53
A1l American 38 | .270 313 ] 187 T
Assert lve 38 .274 .276 .05
(} "y :3 {} l}
o Voo
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TABLE Q12.14 ,//-

Sumnary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Dramatic/Expressive Plav
Northeast Region

| Significance of b's
2 2 TIME IN ]| CENTER | INTER-
Varlable N LN L 3 Sign. MAED | PERCAP HOMESTM2 | RACE *RESQIOOL JACTIVITY | ACTION
[}
8 Spell & Read Word: 97 .075 .075 .01
‘T) Name lectters 97 .148 .149 2
Copy Marks 97 | .06 .062 .06
Letter Recognittfon 97 | 147 .151 .46 '
Written HMath . 97 192 .021 A7
Oral Math (Easy) 97 140 140 .02 «?
Oral Mach 11 (Difflcult) 97 .042 .048 .58
Counting Dotn 97 | .033 .034 2
A1 Amcrican 76 121 124 .20
Assertive 76 | .067 151 | 6.68 * ot .

* implies p .05
**implies p .0l
+/-indicates direction of b
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TASLE M2.15

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Dramatic/Expressive Play
Southeast Reglon

Significance of b's ]
TIME IR CENTER INIER-
Varfabte N Ri RzTolnl F Sign. MAED LRCAP 119I1E51'H2 RACE 'RESCHOOL JACTIVLTY | ACTION
1
[ "Spell & Read Words 92 | .216 27 .04 o
%2 Name Letters 92 | .1s0 | .180 | .06 +*
Copy Marka 92 | o .04 .28 #!
letter Recogaition 92 | .007 025 | 1.56
Weltten Math 92 | .n1i7 123 58
itrnl Math (Easy) 92 .056 .058 .18
Oral Math 11 (DEfftcult) 92 | .08 .098 .34 ot
Count ing Dots 92 .038 .087 4.51 * ! *"
A1l American 73 .221 .244 1.93 - aat
Aasertive 73 | .237 2393 .48 *” *"

* implies p .05
**implies p .01
#/-indicates direction ot b

ot
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TABLE Q1218

Summary of Regression Results
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Drametic/Expressive Play
Southwest Region

. Significance of b's
2 2 TIME IN CENTER IN1ER~
Varlable N RA R Total F Sign. MAFED PERCAP HOMESTM2 RACE 'RESQIOOL JACTIVITY | ACTION
t -
Eg ¢] Spell & Read Words 23 .780 924 | 28.75 . * *" ast aat aa? 1
% ]
| Nawme letters 23 L3713 .378 2
Copy Marks 23 .276 .297 .43 L.
Letter Recognition 23 273 .466 5.43 * a" **
Wrltten Math 23 | 530 | .sa6 | .53 + !
oral Math (Easy) 23 | .482 .600 | 4.43 g o *° *” - *”
oOral Math 11 (DUfficult) 23 .309 .328 .42
Counting Dots 23 340 . 356 .37 o .
Al American 19 L4611 463 .04
Assertive 19 .0%9 .104 .55
: .
* {mplies p .05 - . -
**igplies p .01
t/-indicates direction of b P
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TABLE Q12.17 ~—
Surmary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and
Dramatic/Expressive Play
West Region

- “ . Significance of b's
‘ 2 ) : TIMZ IN | CENTER | INTER-
1 Variable N RA R2T tal ¥ Sign. MAED PE.RCAP HOMESTM2 RACE l\'\RF.S(]IOOI. ACTIVITY | ACTLIOR
ots > 1K
& ' d 50 | .207 1 1 t -
Spell & Read Words . .373 n. *k ok ok 'Y
(o)} k W N,
| Name Letters 50 | .085 a6 | 1.98 i
Copy Marks 50 | .o80 | .082 B © -
Letter Recognltion " 50 | .054 .054 00 \\,\/
Written Math v 50 .332 . .58 * “_’_**‘
Oral Math (Easy) 50 .09 .092 .07
Oral Math 1t (Wifficulc) 50 .200 .257 3.24 A
Count ing Dote 505‘ .053 182 | 6.60 * *" ot
+
. 3 .340 .357 .80 *
All American 8 . < —
{ J
Assert Lve & 22 .229 19 \
/ AN -
: * fwplies p .05 o \ e N
‘ **implies p .0 o } . . 3
~ /-indicates direction of b . 7 .
3 L~ . .
_—’ ‘. . - I's Y
- ) J ,' 1
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TASLE Q12.18

Adjustedl Mean Outcome Scores for
Head Start Children in the
West and Southwest Regions

MONTHS IN PRESCHOOL

RZGION OGICOME

. Less Than 7 7 To 13 Greater Than 13
] =
Southwest Name Letters ! -.41 -.45 14
Oral Math (Easy) -.16 -.35 17
!
West Spell and Read Words ! -.35 -.25 .38
Wricten Math -.18 -.37 .25

1
“Adjusted for Mother's Education, Per Capita Income,

Yome Stimulation, and Zthnicicy.
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Chapter 5
CONCLUS10NS

There are several points about the findings which warrent
compent. MHost of them have been stated in the relevant sec-
tions and will not be repeated here. However of the overall
and generic issues which are present in the fincings, the
folloving seex most iaportant to wenticn in a conclusions

section.

A. Acadeeic and Emotional Development of Head Start Chai-

dren.

The evidence that Head Start children have accunulatea
some knowledge and skills during their year before entering
public school and that they perform better on & stahtard
achievement test in the middle of thear first year in purnlac
because of their Head Start experience 1is spotty, weaX, ala
only suggestive of a true "Head Start effect." AcadenicC
effects that might be attriputable to Head Start are tounu
in one or two specific skill areas in any one region ot the
country and they are not the same skiall areas in each
region. Further, there is no consistent relationship bpet-
ween specific skill areas in which the effects are touna aho
the kind of activities which center directOrs report are
erphased in the centers from which the partiacuiar chilareun
graduated. There are a few instances in which Head Start
children appear to have been penalized an their academic
performance because ot their attencdance in Head Start (1.e.,
there are some negative effects associated with Head Stait}.
These effects, too, are not cousistent across regions ol
activities in the center, and along with the positive iiad-
ings, are difficult to interpret.

The interpretation we offer here is the simplest ratter
than the most complex in terms o0f the causes of these find-
ings, but 12t 1s suggestive of a most complex neea tor
further research. This simple explanation 1is that 1L Sowe

315
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places, Head Start children were instructed rather heavily
in the knowledye and skills they would regquixre 21b publac
schools and that some of this instruction-based knowledge
persisted to the time of testing. Thas interpretation 1s
based on the fact that the most obvious academic advantages
vere found in the Black children of the Southeast who were
almost all at kindergarten age and probably received a Xin-
dergarten curriculum before enterang public schools in the
first grade. Their center directors reportea that they
emphasized academic activities, but center directors who
also reportea the same emphases on their pre-kindergarten
children in other regions of the country did not proauce
chkildren who showea positive academic effects in thear first
public schocl testing. It is likely that thae content of the
nacademic activities" emphasized in the Southeast was quite
different than the content of the academic activitiles else=

vhere, but there is no evidence on this point.

It is true that children who receive a kandergarten
experience do better, at least for the first year, than com-
parable children who do not receive a kindergarten experi-
ence. Woere kindergartens do not exist, Head Start may pe
doing an extfemelf valuable service. However, the rationale
for Head Start lies within its status as a pre-kindergarten,
nursery/developmental programe. -Here, the ready, sianple
interpretation for the few disparate academic eftects 1s unot
as available. Just as with the Black children in the Soutn-—
east, the pre-kintergarten effects are, 1in part, assocliated
Wwith conditions in the home which stimulate academic devea=
oprent. In some instances, these home conditions are asso-
ciated with Head Start, although Head Start does not seem to
be strongly influencing hore stimulatirng conditions Dy way
of the parent involvement programs as these progirams were
measured in the present study. In some cases, Head Start
was responsible for the improvement in the homes, ana 1D a
subset of these instances, the conditious in the home with
respect to academic development contributed to academic per-
formance. Thé evidence for this sequence of causes 1s wWeak,
but observaple enough to siggest that this sequence cal
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occur. This factor, along wxth as yet unknown other factors
in the Head Start expericace, may be the source of scattered
effects which can be attributed to Head Start.

If these interpretations are useful, then it 1s ciear

that much less 1s known about the proéess of successful pro-

) graming than what is needed to be known 1n order to amprove
the situation and realize the potential of Head Start. WwWha:

is required now is an intensive examination c¢f the range ot

Head Start experiences and the uniaque ways by which datfer-

o ent children repond teo them. 1t is no longer necessary to
struggle to demonstrate that a few academic eftects are

associated with some children in some places. it 1s LoOw

necessary to find out how different kinds ot children and

® families develop differentliy under different conditions ot
preschool experiences. This is the knowledge required to

effectively guide public polaicy 1n early childhood educa-

tion. Head Start, as the vehicle for the delivery oif a

L great many critical social and health services to chiidren
and familaies, can also become a vehicle for eaucationad

growth when 1t learns more abkout how it magat do this than

it pDow Knows.

The findings with respect to the emotional development ot

Head Start children are somewhat datferent than those tor

academic development, although the need for more uncerstanu-

Py ing of these findings is gquiate as amportant. Generally,
Head Start children are judged by their public school teach-

ers as more assertive than non-Head Start children. inis

finding is fouad broadly across regions, and large enouga to

PY be of significant interest to program planners. It 13 also
of interest that this property of Head Start chiidren 1s
considerably higher among chose who attended ceunters des-

cribed by their directors as emphasizing dramatic/expressaive

® play activities than among children who attended centers
that did not emphasize these kinds of activities. This is

true in the Southeast where the children are predominantly

Black and there are fewer centers with high scores on tae

34
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expressivesdramatic play scale; 1in the Northeast whelc tne
children are preﬁominﬁntly Nhite and there are many centers
with high scores on the expressive/dramatic play scale; ana
in the West were there were equal numbers of Black and wWhite
<hildren and a wide range of scores on the expres-
sive/dramatic scale. The assertiveness scale 1s theretore
related to this curriculum to a considerably greater extent
than to any other variable in the present study.

There is at least a psychologic to assertive behavior us
the outcome of a curriculuaz emphasizing expressive/arasatic
play. This kind of emphas.is is part of the traditional nur-
sery school programming, and a sense of self contfldeuce
along vwith a wvillingness to express that confidence 1n seut
assertive styles has been a goal of the traditional pro-
grams. However, 1f the development oif assertive behavior 1S
truely a consequence of particular kinds of Heaa Start pro-
grams, it is not clear why programs with eaphases on soclal
developnent do not show the sape effec{s. . It s diso not
clear why programs emphasizirg academic activities an which
also provide their children with some opportunities for ala-
matic/expressive play (thereby combpining a sense Ot acddenlc
achievement with a sense of 1ntrapsychic competence) a0 notv
show these effects. There is, 1n other words, a 4ood deal
0f need to knov more about the process by which Heaa Start
children acquire this property of assertiveness whicCh seens
to be so clear in the eyes of their public schcol teacners.
If Head Start found that what has been measured 1in the
assertiveness scale is a truely desirable feature 1u youny
children, it 1s not at all clear bow teachers might oDe
trained to accomplish such a gocal. 1t is also not clear why
there were no observable relationships between parentad
attitudes or home conditions and the development of asser-
tive behavior. This is not what one would expect so thnat
this issue heeds to be expiored 1n some detail as weld.
Obviously the important next step about this very LupoLtant
finding 1s to determine how the Head Start experience taci-—
litates the development of assertiveness, and whether parent
programs can participate in this deve;o??gntal process.

- 291 - ke

Ny




.

B. The Ethnic and Economic Composition of the Head Start

Populatione.

It is clear that the ethnic dastribution at Head Start s
not equal in the center level. Black children attend ceu-
ters that are almost entirely Black, and White chiidren
attend centers that are almost entirely White. Generaluiy,
the distribution of ethnicity azong staff follows the dis-
tribution of children ethnicity at the center level. Much
of this 1is not suprising since Head Start is organized at
the neighbornood level and neighborhoods in tne 0.S. are not
ethnically balanced. 1n one sense this 1s desirable sincCe
local control of Head Starts is a central thrust of the Head
Start mandate. However, such a situation precludes the
testing of the notion that mixing children of several ethunic
backgrounds 1s a powerful means o0f overcoaing the pPsychoso-
cial barriers currently seperating Blacks and Whites.
Indeed the notion extends to the expectation that mucn of
the difficulties experienced by Black children an schoolis,
and much of the wiilingness of Wwhite children to accept a
lowver social status for Black children, stems iroaz just thas
self perpetuating seperation of +the ethnic groups. Heau
Start presents an opportunity to at least examine the consce-
gquences of ethnic mixing anc 1t 1s unfortunate that tne

opportunity is not beingqg realized.

/ There 1s further reason to suspect that mixinyg oi the
é}oups may have desiraple eftects. Evidence as presenteu 1n
Question 7 indicates that children wno attend preschools
other than Head Start gain soae academic advantage over
children who do not attend any preschool program belore
enrolliing an public schools. These two groups oi chilairen
{i.e., those wvho attend other preschools and those wWho u;d
not attend any preschools) are generally from higher incoue
families and, in this sample, generally tros white tamiiies.
It is possible that the environsent of the prescnools to
which these children go account for their pertormance, abd

the mixing of Black and White <children may very well equai-
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ize the accessibility to these environpents. This 1s con-~
jecture certainly, but omne vwhich might well bear examinu-
tion. Once again, it seems unfortunate that tbe opportunaty
to accomplish this study is not being wutilized. 1+ would
certainly seem desirable to seek those instances Of mixed
samples (vhich dia not spontaneously fall into the present

sample) 1n order to carry out such a study.

C. Parent Involvement.

Much has been said about the excitement and enthusiash
generated in and by parents as a result of cthear involvement
in centers. It is expected that this entbusizsn would, 1L
some way, Spill over to the children. The sense 0%t pridae
achieved by parents as a result of various Aiinds ot involive-
ment should produce the xind of sense of self woIth thati
children need in order to deal etfectively with tne worla of

the school.

These are most realistic expectations, and there seemns Lo
be a good deal of anecdotal evidence that such ehthuslasy
along with the spillover to children does 1a fact occur ir
many places. However, very little of this is discernable in
the present data base. It is most likely that the reason
for this 1lay in the manner ot selecting a sampie for the
present study. In effect, a tew parents vere seiected t1roh
a lergye number of centers. If 1t 1s assumed that only a tew
parents in each center take the opportunaty to get 1nvolved
in the manner 2implieda by the “description of 1nvoivement
above, then it is highly likely that a sample will be
selected in which very few ot the appzoérlate parents will
be included. Obviously, the sampling unat for this kina ot
problem is the center. It 1s there where the dynamics which
produce involvement exast. It 1s there that the range ot
involvement act:vities can be neasured. If an anvolvenmelt
study were to be carried out, centers should be sampled ahd
the goals should be the measurement of the total pareat
population of each center. Centers should be sampleda to
maximize the variability of activity and curriculus varia-
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bles so that the relationship between center policies ana
the full range of parental behavior vis-a-vis the center
could be established. Anything less than Such an apgroac
will miss thne full reasons . tor and consequences ot parent
involvement prograss.

Once the center sampling procedure is established i1
order to describe the tctal atmosphere ot bparent participa-
tion, then it is aiso hecessary to measure the curricuium as
administered to Children. This is an Observationai tass aund
Rust be accomplished if a causal model iavolving parent par-
ticipation, curriculum, and home environsent can be testeq.
If the curriculum of the center 1s to be considered anstruc-
tional for the Parents as well as the children tnen apten-
sive analysis of the relationship bpetweepn center ana honme
Rust be mounted. The unit of analysis pust be considerea
Carefully for each Study since it will shift fror center to
family depending upon the question asked and the treatgent
considered. This, however, is fequired 1f we are to come
seriously to grips with the central issues of Head Start.

D. Regional Effects.

There is a good deal of evidence in this data pase thet
gross regional classificatiopn carries a large awount or
information about the difterences 1ip educational and social
dynamics surrounding Head Start. Indeed a glance at the
City size classification within regions indicates that sepa-
ous differences at this level also exast. These could not
be examined in this study because of the Lestrictea sample
size but that a Serious problem exists is apparent irouw the
marginals presented. It is éppropriate at this time to con-
Cluade that this issue should become a Central one for furure
research. Local effects have been the bane ot Sevelral
national stuaies of school effects, and Head Start shouid
now place the problem in the foreground of research priora-
ties. There are two alternatives for approaching the prop-
lem. One is to mount very large studies in which sufficient
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sample size in each local strata is achieved. This 15 very
expensive and raises issues of aggregation and <Cross site
CORparisons. These are extremely difficult matters to aeal
vith and for that reason the second alternative seems more
desirable at the moment. This alternative invoives a stra-
tegy of decentralized research. This means intensave stu-
dies i1n localized areas. Iin the long ruu, a series of stu-
dies in which the researchers and the data are very close to
the subjects, can yield much more understanding of the dif-
ferences in the processes across sites than a single large
study. The accumulation of a large body of coordinated
information could yield valid knovledge about many sites,
wvhereas the large nafional studies produce weak data that
cannot be aggregated over many sites at all. The conclusion
here is that the strategy for research should shiaft to tne
local leveli with the goal of discerning the social and aca-

demic dynamic of the Head Start process.



